
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

__________________________________________
)

NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE )
)

Plaintiff, )
)

v. ) Civil Action No. 11-00724 (GK)
)

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY )
)

Defendant. )
__________________________________________)

DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Defendant, the Central Intelligence Agency (“CIA”), respectfully moves the Court,

pursuant to Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, for an order granting summary

judgment in favor of Defendant on the grounds that no genuine issue as to any material fact

exists and Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  In support of this motion, the

Court is referred to the Vaughn Declaration of Martha Lutz and the exhibits thereto, Defendant’s

Statement of Material Facts in Support of its Motion for Summary Judgment, and Defendant’s

Memorandum of Points and Authorities in Support of its Motion for Summary Judgment.  A

proposed order consistent with the relief requested herein is also attached. 

Dated: September 26, 2011 Respectfully submitted,

RONALD C. MACHEN JR., D.C. Bar # 447889
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia

RUDOLPH CONTRERAS, D.C. Bar # 434122
Chief, Civil Division

By:    /s/                                                   
MITCHELL P. ZEFF, D.C. Bar # 494066
Assistant United States Attorney
555 4th St., N.W.
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Washington, D.C. 20530
(202) 514-7352
Mitchell.Zeff@usdoj.gov

Attorneys for Defendant 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

__________________________________________
)

NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE )
)

Plaintiff, )
)

v. ) Civil Action No. 11-00724 (GK)
)

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY )
)

Defendant. )
__________________________________________)

DEFENDANT’S MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Defendant, the Central Intelligence Agency (“CIA”), respectfully moves for summary

judgment in this case, which arises under the Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”).  Plaintiff

National Security Archive requested four volumes of the CIA’s Official History of the Bay of

Pigs Operation, which were compiled by former CIA historian Jack B. Pfeiffer in the late 1970s

and early 1980s.  CIA released in part three of the four volumes Plaintiff requested, which

consisted of nine documents totaling 1,174 pages, and withheld in full one volume entitled

“Internal Investigation Report of the Bay of Pigs Operations.”  Plaintiff is not challenging the

minor redactions in the three volumes it received, so the only issue for purposes of this motion is

the CIA’s withholding in full of the one volume relating to the CIA’s internal investigation of the

Bay of Pigs Operation, which was never approved for release or publication.  CIA properly

withheld this volume because it is a draft that was never approved for release or publication; it

contains pre-decisional, internal deliberations that could not be reasonably segregated. 

Additionally, small portions of the document contain classified information protected from

disclosure by statute.  The attached declaration explains the basis for all withholdings and
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establishes that they were well founded.  Therefore, no genuine issues of material fact remain

and Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  A statement of material facts and a

proposed order are also attached.

BACKGROUND

In 1973, CIA historian Dr. Jack Pfeiffer was assigned to prepare a classified monograph

study of the CIA’s role in the Bay of Pigs Operation in 1960-61.  See Declaration of Martha

Lutz, Information Review Officer, Director’s Area, Central Intelligence Agency (“Lutz Decl) ¶

16.  Between 1973 and 1979, Dr. Pfeiffer authored three classified volumes dealing with the

preparation for the Bay of Pigs Operation.  Id.  After being assigned to another office in 1980,

Dr. Pfeiffer resumed his work on the Bay of Pigs study in 1981.  Id. ¶ 17.  In November of that

year, Dr. Pfeiffer submitted a classified draft fourth volume to his supervisor.  Id.  Two chapters

in that draft – one discussing the Inspector General’s report and one on the Directorate of Plans’

response to that report – became the first version of the “Internal Investigation document”

referred to in this litigation as Volume V.  Id. ¶ 18.  Dr. Pfeiffer submitted Volume V for review

by then CIA Chief Historian Dr. J. Kenneth McDonald, who determined that the draft

manuscript contained too many defects to be forwarded for further review.  Id. ¶ 19.  Dr. Pfeiffer

continued working on Volume V until he retired from the CIA in 1984, but Volume V “never

proceeded beyond the first stage of the CIA review process for historical studies.”  Id. ¶¶ 19-20.  

In 1987, the CIA withheld Volume V in full in response to a FOIA request from Dr.

Pfeiffer.  Id. ¶ 21.  In the subsequent litigation, this Court ruled that Volume V was properly

withheld under FOIA Exemption (b)(5) because “the Internal Investigation Report that plaintiff

seeks to have disclosed is a preliminary draft of an unfinished agency history, which, as of yet,
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represents merely the view of one staff historian and not the official view of the agency.”  Id.

(quoting Pfeiffer v. CIA, 721 F. Supp. 337, 341 (D.D.C. 1989)). 

Between August 10 and 15, 2005, Plaintiff submitted three FOIA requests for copies of

four volumes of the CIA’s Official History of the Bay of Pigs Operation, which were compiled

by former CIA historian Jack B. Pfeiffer in the late 1970s and early 1980s.  See Lutz Decl ¶¶ 8-

10, 16-22.  The first request sought a copy of the “first volume of the Official History of the Bay

of Pigs Operation entitled I-Air Operations.”  Id. ¶ 8.  The second request sought a copy of the

“second volume of the Official History of the Bay of Pigs Operation entitled II-Participation in

the Conduct of Foreign Policy.”  The third request sought a copy of the fourth and fifth volumes

of the Official History of the Bay of Pigs, entitled “IV-Taylor Committee Report” and “V-

Internal Investigation Report,” respectively.  CIA accepted Plaintiff’s FOIA requests for

processing on September 7, 2005.  Id. ¶ 11.  

On July 25, 2011, CIA sent a final response to Plaintiff informing it that CIA had located

all four requested documents following a complete and thorough search within its Historical

Collection Division.  Id. ¶ 13. 

CIA partially released to Plaintiff Volumes I, II, and IV of the Official History of the Bay

of Pigs, which consisted of nine documents totaling 1,174 pages.  Id. ¶ 14.  The production

contained minimal redactions based upon FOIA Exemptions (b)(1) and (b)(3), which Plaintiff is

not contesting.  Id.1  

CIA relied primarily upon Exemption 5 – information covered by the deliberative process

1 Volume IV, for example, contains less redactions than the volume released previously
to Dr. Pfeiffer.  Lutz Decl ¶ 17. 
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privilege – in withholding in full Volume V, which is entitled “CIA’s Internal Investigation of

the Bay of Pigs Operations.”  Id.  CIA also invoked Exemptions 1 and 3 with respect to “a small

amount of classified information” in Volume V.   Id.

LEGAL STANDARDS

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is “no genuine issue as to any material fact

and . . . the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c).  A material

fact is one that “might affect the outcome of the suit under the governing law.”  Anderson v.

Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 248 (1986).  The party seeking summary judgment must

demonstrate an absence of a genuine issue of material fact.  See Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477

U.S. 317, 323 (1986).  Once the movant has met its burden, the non-movant “may not rest upon

the mere allegations or denials of his pleading, but . . . must set forth specific facts showing that

there is a genuine issue for trial.”  Anderson, 477 U.S. at 248.

FOIA cases like this one are typically and appropriately decided on motions for summary

judgment.  See Truesdale v. Dep’t of Justice, No. 03-1332, 2005 WL 3294004, at *3 (D.D.C.

Dec. 5, 2005); Wheeler v. Dep’t of Justice, 403 F. Supp. 2d 1, 5-8 (D.D.C. 2005).  A defendant

is entitled to summary judgment in a FOIA case if it demonstrates that no material facts are in

dispute, that it has conducted an adequate search for responsive records and that each responsive

record that it has located either has been produced to the plaintiff or is exempt from disclosure. 

See Weisberg v. Dep’t of Justice, 627 F.2d 365, 368 (D.C. Cir. 1980).  To meet its burden, a

defendant may rely upon reasonably detailed and non-conclusory declarations.  See McGehee v.

C.I.A., 697 F.2d 1095, 1102 (D.C. Cir. 1983); Wheeler, 403 F. Supp. 2d at 6; Russell v. F.B.I.,

No. 03-0611, 2004 WL 5574164, at *2 (D.D.C. Jan. 9, 2004).  Such declarations (singularly or
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collectively) are referred to as a Vaughn declaration, see Vaughn v. Rosen, 484 F.2d 820 (D.C.

Cir. 1973), cert denied, 415 U.S. 977 (1974), and are entitled to a presumption of good faith. 

Harrison v. Federal Bureau of Prisons, 2010 WL 374529 at *3 (D.D.C. Feb. 3, 2010).  Here, CIA

has submitted a Vaughn declaration to explain and justify its actions in connection with the

FOIA requests that Plaintiff submitted to it in 2005.  See Lutz Decl. ¶¶1-39.

ARGUMENT

I. CIA Conducted a Reasonable Search for Records.

In responding to a FOIA request, an agency must conduct a reasonable search for

responsive records.  Oglesby v. U.S. Dept. of Army, 920 F.2d 57, 68 (D.C. Cir. 1990); Cleary,

Gottlieb, Steen & Hamilton v. Dept. of Health, et al., 844 F. Supp. 770, 776 (D.D.C. 1993);

Weisberg v. DOJ, 705 F.2d 1344, 1352 (D.C. Cir. 1983).  An agency is not required to search

every record system, but need only search those systems in which it believes responsive records

are likely to be located.  Oglesby, 920 F.2d at 68.  Consistent with the reasonableness standard,

the adequacy of  the search is “dependent upon the circumstances of the case.”  Truitt v. Dep’t of

CIA, 897 F.2d 540, 542 (D.C. Cir. 1990).  

In this case, CIA searched the system of records reasonably likely to contain responsive

documents – the Historical Collection Division of the CIA’s Directorate of Support2 – and

located all four volumes of the Official History of the Bay of Pigs Operation requested by

2 Since Plaintiff submitted its FOIA requests in 2005, the Historical Collection Division
has been subsumed with the Director’s Area, which encompasses the Office of the Director of
the CIA.  Lutz Decl ¶ 13.  Moreover, the declarant has the authority to assess the proper
classification of CIA information and to “ensure that determinations as to the release or
withholding of information related to the CIA are proper and do not jeopardize CIA interests,
personnel, or facilities, and, on behalf of the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, do not
jeopardize intelligence activities, sources or methods.”  Id. ¶¶ 1-5.   
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Plaintiff.  See Lutz Decl ¶ 13.  Since CIA located all of the documents requested by Plaintiff

(and released three of the four volumes with minimal redactions that Plaintiff is not contesting),

its search methods were well conceived and adequate to satisfy CIA’s obligations under the

FOIA.

II. CIA Withheld Volume V Under Exemption 5 Because, As This Court Held
Previously, Volume V is a Preliminary Draft That Does Not Represent the Official
View of the Agency.

Exemption 5 shields from disclosure records that would be protected by privileges in

litigation, and here CIA claims the deliberative process privilege would apply to the information

contained within Volume V.  For the deliberative process privilege to apply, the information

must be both deliberative and pre-decisional.  For information to be deliberative, “it must ‘reflect

the personal opinions of the writer rather than the policy of CIA.’”  Morley v. CIA, 508 F.3d

1108, 1127 (D.C. Cir. 2007) (quoting Coastal States Gas Corp. v. Dep’t of Energy, 617 F.2d 854,

866 (D.C. Cir. 1980)).  To be pre-decisional, information must precede an agency decision which

CIA identifies, and the information must have been used in the decision-making process.  Id.; see

also Baker & Hostetler LLP v. Dep’t of Commerce, 473 F.3d 312, 181 (D.C. Cir. 2006) (“As a

general matter, notes taken by government officials often fall within the deliberative process

privilege.”). 

As this Court has previously concluded, Volume V is both deliberative and pre-

decisional because it consists entirely of a former CIA employee’s preliminary draft account of

the investigation report of the Bay of Pigs Operation that was never forwarded for further review

within the agency and was never published.  See Pfeiffer, 721 F. Supp. at 341; Lutz Decl ¶¶ 18-

22, 24.  Put simply, Dr. Pfeiffer’s unofficial statements are properly covered by the deliberative
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process privilege and were, therefore, properly withheld by the CIA under Exemption 5. 

III. CIA Properly Applied Exemption 1 to the Information in Volume V Regarding the 
CIA’s Intelligence Methods and Activities.

Under Exemption 1, the FOIA does not apply to matters that are “(A) specifically

authorized under criteria established by an Executive order to be kept secret in the interest of

national defense or foreign policy and (B) are in fact properly classified pursuant to such

Executive order.”  5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(1).  A record is protected if it has been properly classified

based upon the substantive and procedural criteria set forth in the currently applicable Executive

Order.  See Halperin v. CIA, 629 F.2d 144, 148 (D.C. Cir. 1980); Weisman v. CIA, 565 F.2d

692, 697 (D.C. Cir. 1977).

As in any FOIA case, when determining whether the records at issue are properly within

the scope of the exemption, this Court must “determine the matter de novo.”  5 U.S.C. §

552(a)(4)(B).  In Exemption 1 cases, however, the legislative history of the FOIA makes it clear

that “courts must ‘recognize that the Executive departments responsible for national defense and

foreign policy matters have unique insights into what adverse affects [sic] might occur as a result

of public disclosure of a particular classified record.’”  Salisbury v. United States, 690 F.2d 966,

970 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (quoting S. Rep. No. 1200, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 12 (1974)).

Courts, therefore, generally defer to the expert opinion of the agency in this area,

reasoning that judges “lack the expertise necessary to second-guess such agency opinions in the

typical national security FOIA case.”  Military Audit Project v. Casey, 656 F.2d 724, 738 (D.C.

Cir. 1981) (high degree of deference to be paid to agency’s classification judgment); see also

e.g., Students Against Genocide v. CIA, 257 F.3d 828, 837 (D.C. Cir. 2001) (“substantial weight
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[must be given] to agency statements”); Phillippi v. CIA, 655 F.2d 1325, 1332 (D.C. Cir. 1981)

(same); S. Conf. Rep. No. 1200, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess. 12, reprinted in 1974 U.S. Code Cong. &

Admin. News 6285, 6290 (“[T]he conferees expect the Federal courts, in making de novo

determinations in section 552(b)(1) cases . . . will accord substantial weight to an agency’s

affidavit concerning the details of the classified status of the disputed record.”).  As the Court of

Appeals for this Circuit stated in Halperin:

Congress has indicated that courts should give “substantial weight” to such
agency [affidavits] while conducting a de novo review of agency decisions that
withhold information on the basis of FOIA Exemption 1 . . . . We have held that
summary judgment may be granted on the basis of agency affidavits if they
contain reasonable specificity of detail rather than merely conclusory statements,
and if they are not called into question by contradictory evidence in the record or
by evidence of agency bad faith.  If the agency’s statements meet this standard,
the court is not to conduct a detailed inquiry to decide whether it agrees with the
agency’s opinions; to do so would violate the principle of affording substantial
weight to the expert opinion of the agency.  Judges, moreover, lack the expertise
necessary to second-guess such agency opinions in the typical national security
FOIA case.

Id., 629 F.2d at 147-48 (footnotes omitted).

Thus, an agency’s invocation of Exemption 1 will ordinarily be upheld if the agency’s

affidavits are sufficiently specific and there is no evidence of bad faith.  Public Citizen v. CIA,

276 F.3d 634, 645 (D.C. Cir. 2002). 

Here, the Lutz Declaration explains that the classified information at issue in Volume V

concerns intelligence methods and intelligence activities that are protected from disclosure under

Section 1.4 of Executive Order 13526.  Lutz Decl ¶¶ 26-36.  More specifically, “one example of

an intelligence method included within the document is a still-classified CIA method for

obtaining insight into foreign opinions regarding certain issues.”  Id. ¶ 33.  This intelligence

method is classified at the “Secret” level “because unauthorized disclosure of this information
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could reasonably be expected to result in serious damage to the national security.”  Id. 

Additionally, “[i]ntelligence activities are highly sensitive because their disclosure often would

reveal details regarding specific collection activities which, in turn, could provide America’s

current adversaries with valuable insight into CIA operations.”  Id. ¶ 32.  The CIA determined

that a small amount of information within Volume V “could reasonably be expected to lead to

the identification of intelligence methods and activities and is currently and properly classified.” 

Id. ¶ 35.

Once it has been established that the particular records in question are specifically

authorized to be kept classified in the interest of national security, and that they are in fact

properly classified pursuant to the applicable Executive Order, the information is exempt from

the mandatory disclosure provisions of the FOIA.  See, e.g., Taylor v. Department of the Army,

684 F.2d at 109; Halperin v. CIA, 629 F.2d 144, 148 (D.C. Cir. 1980).  Indeed, as the Court of

Appeals for this Circuit has noted:

The test is not whether the Court personally agrees in full with the [agency's]
evaluation of the danger--rather, the issue is whether on the whole record the
[a]gency's judgment objectively survives the test of reasonableness, good faith,
specificity, and plausibility in this field of foreign intelligence in which the
[agency] is expert and given by Congress a special role.

Gardels v. CIA, 689 F.2d 1100, 1105 (D.C. Cir. 1982).  

In the instant case, the Lutz Declaration demonstrates fully that the requested information

has been properly classified.  See Lutz Decl ¶¶ 34-35.  The CIA’s classification determination is

entitled to “substantial weight.”  See Halperin, 629 F.2d at 147-48.  The CIA, therefore, has

properly invoked Exemption 1 to withhold this information.
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IV. CIA Properly Relied Upon the National Security Act of 1947 and the Central
Intelligence Agency Act of 1949 in Withholding Information Pursuant to Exemption
3.

Exemption 3 shields matters “specifically exempted from disclosure by statute . . .,

provided that such statute (A) requires that the matters be withheld from the public in such a

manner as to leave no discretion on the issue, or (B) establishes particular criteria for

withholding or refers to particular types of matters to be withheld.”  5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(3).  

In this case, two statutes are relevant to some of the information contained within

Volume V: the National Security Act of 1947 and the Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949,

which explicitly protect from disclosure the CIA’s intelligence sources, methods and activities. 

Lutz Decl ¶¶ 39-43.  Volume V, for example, “contains names of CIA officers, not previously

released” as well as “intelligence methods, a critical function of the CIA.”  Id. ¶ 43.  The CIA,

therefore, properly invoked Exemption 3 to withhold this information from Plaintiff. 

V. CIA Properly Complied with its Segregability Obligations Because Volume V Is A
Draft Investigative Report That Does Not Represent The Views of the Agency.

The Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit has held that a District Court

considering a FOIA action has “an affirmative duty to consider the segregability issue sua

sponte.”  Trans-Pacific Policing Agreement v. United States Customs Service, 177 F.3d 1022,

1028 (D.C. Cir. 1999).  The FOIA requires that, if a record contains information that is exempt

from disclosure, any “reasonably segregable” information must be disclosed after deletion of the

exempt information unless the non-exempt portions are “inextricably intertwined with exempt

portions.”  5 U.S.C. § 552(b); Mead Data Cent., Inc. v. U.S. Dept. of the Air Force, 566 F.2d

242, 260 (D.C. Cir. 1977). 

In order to demonstrate that all reasonably segregable material has been released, CIA
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must provide a “detailed justification” for why certain information was withheld, rather than

“conclusory statements.”  Mead Data, 566 F.2d at 261.  CIA is not, however, required “to

provide such a detailed justification” that the exempt material would effectively be disclosed.  Id. 

All that is required is that the government show “with ‘reasonable specificity’” why a document

cannot be further segregated.  Armstrong v. Executive Office of the President, 97 F.3d 575, 578-

79 (D.C. Cir. 1996).  Moreover, CIA is not required to “commit significant time and resources to

the separation of disjointed words, phrases, or even sentences which taken separately or together

have minimal or no information content.”  Mead Data, 566 F.2d at 261, n.55.

Here, CIA conducted a segregability review of its internal investigation report on the Bay

of Pigs Operation and determined that no reasonably segregable information exists because the

entire document is a draft protected from disclosure pursuant to Exemption (b)(5).  See Lutz

Decl ¶ 25.  Therefore, the CIA properly withheld Volume V in its entirety. 

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the CIA asks the Court to grant its motion, enter judgment in

its favor, and dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint with prejudice.

Dated: September 26, 2011 Respectfully submitted,

RONALD C. MACHEN JR., D.C. Bar # 447889
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia

RUDOLPH CONTRERAS, D.C. Bar # 434122
Chief, Civil Division

By:    /s/                                                                      
MITCHELL P. ZEFF, D.C. Bar # 494066
Assistant United States Attorney
555 4th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530
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(202) 514-7352
Mitchell.Zeff@usdoj.gov

Attorneys for Defendant
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

__________________________________________
)

NATIONAL SECURITY ARCHIVE )
)

Plaintiff, )
)

v. ) Civil Action No. 11-00724 (GK)
)

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY )
)

Defendant. )
__________________________________________)

DEFENDANT’S STATEMENT OF MATERIAL FACTS
IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Defendant, the Central Intelligence Agency (“CIA”), respectfully provides the following

statement of material facts, pursuant to Local Civil Rules 7(h) and 56.1, in support of its motion

for summary judgment in this case, which arises under the Freedom of Information Act

(“FOIA”).  

1. In response to Plaintiff’s FOIA request, CIA conducted an adequate search for

responsive records and located all four requested documents of the CIA’s Official

History of the Bay of Pigs Operation requested by Plaintiff.  See Declaration of

Martha Lutz, Information Review Officer, Director’s Area, Central Intelligence

Agency (“Lutz Decl) ¶ 13.  The four requested volumes were compiled by former

CIA historian Jack B. Pfeiffer during the late 1970s and early 1980s. Id. ¶¶ 8-10,

16-22. 

2. CIA released three of the four volumes with minimal redactions that Plaintiff is

not contesting, id. ¶¶ 14, 17.     
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3. The only document at issue in this litigation is Volume V, entitled “CIA’s Internal

Investigation of the Bay of Pigs.”  Id. ¶¶ 14-15.

4. This Court held previously that Volume V was appropriately withheld pursuant to

Exemption (b)(5) because “the Internal Investigation Report that plaintiff seeks to

have disclosed is a preliminary draft of an unfinished agency history, which, as of

yet, represents merely the view of one staff historian and not the official view of

the Agency.”  Pfeiffer v. CIA, 721 F. Supp. 337, 341 (D.D.C. 1989). 

5. Volume V was withheld in its entirety pursuant to Exemption 5 because it is

deliberative and pre-decisional in that it consists entirely of a former CIA

employee’s preliminary draft account of the investigation report of the Bay of

Pigs Operation that was never forwarded for further review within the agency and

was never published.  See Pfeiffer, 721 F. Supp. at 341; Lutz Decl ¶¶ 18-22, 24. 

6. All information withheld pursuant to Exemption 1 concerns classified information

regarding the CIA’s intelligence sources, methods and activities.  Lutz Decl ¶¶

26-36. 

7. All information withheld pursuant to Exemption 3 is exempt from disclosure 

under the National Security Act of 1947 and the Central Intelligence Agency Act 

of 1949, which explicitly protect from disclosure the CIA’s intelligence sources, 

methods and activities the issuance or refusal of visas.  See Lutz Decl. ¶¶ 39-43.

8. CIA considered the possibility of segregating the document requested, and

determined that the information withheld could not be reasonably segregated.  See

id. ¶ 25. 
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Dated: September 26, 2011 Respectfully submitted,

RONALD C. MACHEN JR., D.C. Bar # 447889
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia

RUDOLPH CONTRERAS, D.C. Bar # 434122
Chief, Civil Division

By:    /s/                                                                    
MITCHELL P. ZEFF, D.C. Bar # 494066
Assistant United States Attorney
555 4th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530
(202) 514-7352
Mitchell.Zeff@usdoj.gov

Attorneys for Defendant 

15

Case 1:11-cv-00724-GK   Document 8    Filed 09/26/11   Page 17 of 17


