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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

ABDUL LOVE,

Plaintiff,

V. Civil Action No. 12-1046 KBJ)

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENTOF
HOMELAND SECURITY,

Defendant.

M~ e~ O~

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Plaintiff brings this action under the Freedom of Information Act (“BQ]| see
5 U.S.C. § 552, against the United States Department of Homeland Securit${y)DH
seeking records maintained bye United States Secret Service (“Secret Servaose”
“Agency”), a component of the DHS. This matter is before the Court on Defendant’s
Motion for Summary Judgment [ECF No. 17]. For the reasons discussed below, the

motion will beGRANTED.

. BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was arrested on October 5, 2005, in Waukegan, lllin@ns was
charged with possessionthiintent to deliver cocaine.Compl. § 6)* According to the
Waukegan police, officers had observed Plaintiff’s vehicle speedind after stopping
Plaintiff’s car, the officers spotted what was later determined tajpgoximatelytwo

and a half kilograms of cocaine in plain viewCompl., Ex. B, “Motion to Reconsider

! Two paragraphs in the complaint are designated number 6; this reéeiet@ the seconparagraph 6.
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Ruling on Def.’s Mot. For Supp. Discovery” at Bx. H, “Pl.’s Letter to the Honorable
Fred Foreman dated July 4, 2008” 4t2.)

During the pretrial proces®lantiff vigorously disputed the officers’ account
(Compl.,Ex. H, at 1.) He maintainetthathe had notommitted anyraffic violations
rather,the police hadspecificallytargetedhim for a warrantless vehicle searbhsed on
informationthat one of Plaintiff’'sacquaintancg Silas Peppelmost likelyhadgiven to
themprior to the traffic stop (Id.; Compl., Ex. A, “Motion for Supp. Discovery,” at)l.
Through discovery anddy subpoenaPlaintiff sought to proveéhat Peppelwas apolice
informant whohadnot only alertedfficersto the presence of drugs Hlaintiff’s
vehicle but hadset Plaintiff up to commithe drugoffensein orderto mitigate Peppe$
own punishment for a counterfeiting ring in which both Peppel and Plahadf
previouslybeen implicated (Compl. 117, 12;see alsacCompl, Ex. D, “Carbondale
Police Depamment Investigations Supplemerdt 4 (page number designated by the
Court), Ex. H, at1-2.)?> Ultimately, Plaintiff's pretrial requests andrgumens were
unavaling; he was convicteof the drug offensen July 15, 2009(Compl. §11). But
presumablyto prove his theory right, Plaintiff continued hgsest to obtaithaw
enforcement records regarditige circumstances surroundihgs narcotics arres{See
Compl., Ex H, at 2 (“I know that [Peppel] was in contact with the policesome other
law enforcement agency. | know that if | was given the opportupityrossreference
his old cell phone number . . . against the records of the other isfficeam positive |

can prove my point.”)

2 Plaintiff filed a motion fordiscovery of information regarding Peppel prior to trial (Compl. {d7;

Ex. A, “Motion for Supp. Discovery), but the State objectedsserting that “[t]here is no reference to
the individual names Sylas inglPeople’s discovery . . .; no individual named Silas or Sylas is listed
on the State’s list of witnesses to be called at trial[fjtl d[t]here is no mention in the police reports of
a confidential informant.(Id., Ex. B, at 3) Plaintiff also subpoereal Peppel to testify at his criminal
trial, but the trial court purportedly quashed the sulrpafterin camerareview of an affidavit that
Peppel submitted under seal as well as a sealed memorandum f&diatikegan police department.
(Compl. 19 911.)



A. Plaintiff's Records Requests

On November 23, 2009, Plaintiffbtaineda reportdatedMay 13, 2005from the
Carbonale, lllinois Police Department(Compl. § 12 see also id Ex. D.? The
report detailed &€arbondale police investigation aflocal counterfeiting operation
desigrated case 20050424008in which Peppel and Plaintiff were both identified
(Compl. Ex. D., at 3.)The report states thatvestigators intervieweBeppeland that,
during the interview, Peppel indicated “that he wanted to talk to the Secnac&e
(Id.) The investigating Carbondale police officer concluded the repostdiyng “I
contacted Paul Foster, United States SeSmvice Agent. Foster told me that he
would take over the case and investigateliprovided Agent Foster with a copy dfet
materials of my investigatioh.(ld. at 4 (emphasis added).)

On May 18, 2010Plaintiff submittedto the Secret Servicthe FOIA requesthat
is at issue in the instant cas€Compl., Ex. E,;'Freedom of Information Act Requést
see alsdDef.’s Memof P. & A. in Supp. of Def.”sMot. for Summ. J. (“Def.’s Mer),
“Decl. of Alvin T. Smith (“Smith Decl.”) § 5.} The introduction tcdPlaintiff’'s FOIA

request read:

Petitioner, upon information and belief that agent, Paul
Foster, of the United States Secret Service].F@hastain,
Sgt. Cappelluti, Dets. Sopia, Ulloa, Flores, Reed, Agallianos
and Novarro, of the Waukegan Police Dept.; Michael J.
Waller, Statf]s Attorney for Lake County, lllinois; Judge

% The report was written nearly five months prior to Plaintiff's arresttfe drug trafficking offense.
* The undated FOIA requeshat is attached to th€omplaintas Exhibit Eis presumablythe request

Plaintiff submitted to the Secret Service on May 18, 2010. Accordingtm T. Smith, Deputy
Director of the United States Secret Service, the Secret Service received thastreguAugust 25,
2010, “and its supporting documentation appeared to be in respontseprior request for additional
information regarding the plaintiff’'s earlier FOI/PA request . [which] had been administratively
closed after the information requested from Plaintiff by the [SeSesevice] was notimely provided.”
(Smith Decl.|5; see id, Ex. A, “Letter from Craig W. Ulmer, Special Agent in Charge, Freeddm o
Information & Privacy Acts Officer, U.S. Secret Service, dated Ap3il 201Q” at 1.) Upon receipt of
the request via facsimile on August 25, 2010, “the [Secret Seraixgpned [it] a new file number,
20100679 the file number giving rise to the instant litigation.Srhith Decl.§ 5;see id, Ex. B
“Letter from Craig W. Ulmer dated September 9, 20141 1.)
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Fred Foreman, of the nineteenth judicial district of Lake
County, lllinois; Silas Peppel, and other, yet to be disclosed,
governmental actors, Jane and John Doe’s have manifestly
engaged in a “scheme or artifice” tmprison petitioner and
silence objections to criminal misconduct and constitutional
violations thereby, among other wrongdoing, obstructing
justice and the administration of just[de
(Compl., Ex. E, at 3 (page number designated by the CpuFte requst generally
asked for*all information or arrest that resulted from information obtained assalt
of the Carbondale, lllinois police report(Compl.{ 13;see generallyd., Ex. E.) It
also soughspecificitems includingany documentshatthe Secret Servicmaintained
“relating to[Plaintiff] andhis alleged involvement in counterfeiting U.S. currency
discovered out of independent investigations and/or as a result of case0#2@008
originating out of Carbondale, lllinois . ,”. as wel as information “about ifas
Peppel[’]s involvement inRlaintiff’s] criminal case/conviction in Lake County[,]

lllinois because of or in relation to case #20050424008 originating out of Carbondale,

lllinois.” (Id., Ex. E, at 5)

B. The Secret Service's Seh for Responsive Records

The Secret Service received Plaintiff's FOIA request via facsimile ogu&w5,
2010. (Def.’s Mem. at 4Smith Decl. § 4.) According to Deputy Director Alvin T.
Smith (“Declarant”), the Secret Service assigned PlaintiFQIA request to the
Criminal Investigation Division (“CID"), which “is the division . . . that pkg reviews,
and coordinates domestic and international criminal investigations,asuttinse
involving counterfeiting of [U.Scurrency]. ” (d. § 13.) The CID searched the Secret
Service Common Index CI”) with respect to Plaintiff’'s requesand in so doing,
“perform[ed] computerized searches of information collected in [five]rnkge
databasegq1l]the Master Central Index (‘MCI’),2]the Protective Reseeh Information

System Management (‘PRISM’)3] the Master Personnel System (‘MPJ3] the



White House Pass Holders and Tradesman (‘WV’) database5artde Event Name
Check (‘(EVNAME’) system.” [d. 1 14.) Declarant explains thaClI “is an online
computer system used by Secret Service field offices, protectivaahsgisand
headquarters offices [and] is the central record keeping systemfbomation in the
investigative and administrative files maintained by the Secret Servi¢e.'J 15)
“Information concerning individuals about whom the Secret Service maintagwsds
is indexed in the MCI by name, social security number, and/or date bfbiftd.)
PRISM*is the Agency’s database for protective intelligence daf@d. § 16) MPS
“contains organizational and personnel datéld.) WV “contains information related
to individuals with or seeking access to the White House Compléxl.) Lastly,
EVNAM “permits the Agency to determine if it has queried other interndlexternal
databases such as the MCI, PRISM, the National Crime Information ICani the
Interstate Identification Index for a specific individual in the lasttth{BO) days.”
(1d.)®

In regard toPlaintiff's FOIA request, Secret Service staff tisearched the ClI
using Raintiff's name as a search terfd. § 14) kecause [ilnformation provided by
Plaintiff indicated that he believed that the Secret Service had resporsiveds
because he had been implicated in an alleged counterfeiting scheme thatevesdred
the Secret Service for further investigation by a ldaal enforcement agency in 2005
(id. 1 11). Thatsearch “failed to identify any case files concerniigintiff or his

involvement in any alleged counterfeiting scheméld. | 18)

® According to Declarant, “[i]f the Secret Service maintaiesords on a particular individual involved
in a criminal investigation” in any of its databases, “a search of thatithdéal’s name and/or personal
identifiers in the CI should result in a list of the filamber(s) for the investigative or administnadi
file(s) associated with that individua’'name or other personal identifiers(Smith Decl.q 17)
Therefore, Declarant avers, “if the [Secret Service] maintained recor@aontiff regarding his
alleged involvement in a counterfeiting scheme, a search of the @Qldsidentify the responsive . . .
records.” (Id.)



On September 20, 2010, the Secret Service informed Plaintiff by letter shat it
initial Cl search usindnis name as a search term yielded no recordd. Y(6; see id,
Ex. C, “Letter from Crag W. Ulmer dated Sept. 20, 201(t 1.) At the Secret
Service’s invitation to “provide more specific information concerning nyhehere, or
why [he believed he had] come to the attention of, or in contact withebeeEService
So as to have resulted in the generation of a record’.(id.), Plaintiff supplemented
his requesf On December 20, 2010, the Secret Service informed Plaintiff by letter
that the Secret Service’s search of its main indices yieldeg@swonsiveecords and
advised him of his right to an administrative app (d., Ex. E, “Letterfrom Crag W.
Ulmer dated Dec. 20, 2010

Plaintiff administratively appealed the Secret Servidaisial determinationon
February 16, 2011 (Smith Decl. { 9seeid., Ex. F., “Pl.’s FOIA Appeal’) In response
to theappeal, the Secret Service took three further stepst, the agencgonducted a
second Cl search. (Smith Decl. 1 19.) Secret Service staff queried tbe RlIafntiff’'s
name, date of birth, social security number, and for “the names of thgedligformer
and counterfeiter,” yet “[n]o responsive records were identifiedd’) (Second, “the
Secret Service sent Plaintiff’s initial request and appeal to the Residemt Ay
Charge” of the Agency’s Springfield, Illinois officeld( § 20.) Both theResident
Agent in Charge and the Administrative Officer “manually reviewed tlie&t
investigative files” (d. I 21) andno records pertaining to Plaintiffr any other aspect
of his specific requedbr informationwere found. Id. {1 22.) Third the Secret Service
contacted the agent to whom the Carbondale police purportedlyeli@ded the alleged
counterfeiting scheme.ld. § 23.) The agent reported “that he was not personally

maintaining any material concerning investigations he condugtek reporting to the

®In a letter dated September 23, 2010, Plaintiff maintained that Peppsl Working with [Secret
Service] Agent Paul Foster, [the] Waukegan police and othetoybé disclosed law enfoement
agencies in order to soften the impact of his involvement” in terd@iting activity. Smith Decl., Ex.
D, “Letter toLetita Paynefrom PIl. dated Sept. 23, 20,l'0at 3-5.)
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Springfield . . . office.” [d.) OnMarch 18, 2011, the Secret Service wrote to Plaintiff
to inform him that the administrative appeal process t@dfirmedthe Secret Service’s
initial determination that no responsive records could be locat8nitly Decl.,Ex. G,
“Letter from Keith L. Prewitt, Deputy Director, SetrService, dated Mar. 18, 201l

On June 26, 201Afterthe conclusiorof the Secret Service’s administrative
appeal process, Plaintiff filed the instant ciaidtion. (Compl. § 17) Plaintiff demands
injunctive reliefin the form of a court order requiring “the [d]efendantsum over all

records requestédid. 1 27) and “recoery of all cost[s] in this suit(id. § 29.2

1. DISCUSSION

A. Summary Judgment im FOIA Case
“FOIA cases typically and appropriately are decided on motions fomsgry
judgment.” Defenders of Wildlife v. U.S. Border Patr@®@23 F. Supp. 2d 83, 87
(D.D.C. 2009)(collecting cases} The Courtgrantssummary judgmentif the movant
shaows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the moeanit|ed
to judgment as a matter of lawFed. R. Civ. P56(a). “[T]he agency bears the burden
of showing that there is no genuine issue of material fact, even weamterying

facts are viewed in the light most favorable to the requestéfeisberg v. Dep’t of

"The Clerk of Court received Plaintiff's complaint and application to piretrma pauperi®n June 4, 2012.
His application was granted on June 21, 2012, and the Clerk officiadlyeenboth documents on the Court’s
electronic docket on June 26, 201

8 Plaintiff also demands “a declaration that the [Secret Service] viokitedghts under the
Constitution . . . of the United State{Compl. T 26, but that request is not viable in this context.
The FOIA “provides requesters with the potentiat fnjunctive relief only, either to enjoin the
withholding of documents or to compel production of agency recordslinson v. Exec. Office for
U.S. Attorneys310 F.3d 771, 777 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (citation omitted).

° The plantiff’s demand for a jury t@l (Compl. T 28 is denied. “Summary judgment is the procedural
vehicle by which FOIA cases typically are resolveHgdrrison v. Fed. Bureau of Prison§81 F. Supp.
2d 76, 80 (D.D.C. 2010) (citation omitted), and there is no reason whyalis cannot beesolved on
summary judgmentSeeSkinner v. U.S. Dep’t of Justic€44 F. Supp. 2d 185, 189 n.1 (D.D.C. 2010).
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Justice,705 F.2d 1344, 1350 (D.C. Cir. 1983). To prevail in a FO&&e “the
defending agency must prove that each document that falls within theretpsssted
either has been produced, is unidentifiable, or is wholly exempt fromFQ#eAl's]
inspection requirements.Founding Church of Scientology of Wash., D.&€L0 F.2d
824, 837 (D.C. Cir. 1979) (quotingat’l Cable Television Ass’nv. FC@/9 F.2d 183,
186 (D.C. Cir. 1973)).

“When, as here, responsive records are not located, an agency isdetatitle
summary judgment if it establishes ‘beyond material doubt [ ] that it actedua search
reasonably calculated to uncover all relevant documentBliUnt-Bey v. U.S. Dep’t of
Justice,612 F. Supp. 2d 72, 74 (D.D.C. 2009) (quotMvgisberg,705 F.2d at 1351)
seeAncient Coin Collectors Guild v. U.S. Dep’t of Staéd1 F.3d 504, 514 (D.C. Cir.
2011) (stating that an agency “fulfills its obligations undenA&@ it can demonstrate
beyond material doubt that its search was reasonably calculated to uationedevant
documents”). To this end, “the court may rely on a reasonably detailed affidauvit,
setting forth the search terms and the type of search mmeeth and averring that all
files likely to contain responsive materials (if such recordstexere searched.”
ValenciaLucena v. U.S. Coast Guard80 F.3d 321326 (D.C. Cir. 1999) (citations,
internal quotation marks and brackets omittegkeinbergv. Dep’t of Justice23 F.3d
548, 552 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (stating that affidavits or declarations must destwibat
records were searched, by whom, and through what procesdesthe absence of
contrary evidence, such affidavits or declarations ara@afft to demonstrate an
agency’s compliance with the FOIARerry v. Block,684 F.2d 121, 127 (D.C. Cir.

1982).



If the record “leaves substantial doubt as to the sufficiency of the search,
summary judgment for the agency is not propefruitt v. Dep’tof State 897 F.2d 540,
542 (D.C. Cir. 1990).However, “he [mere] fact that a particular document was not
found does not demonstrate tin@mdequacy of a search Boyd v. Criminal Div. of U.S.
Dep’t of Justice475 F.3d 381, 39®1 (D.C. Cir. 2007) (citations omitted3geMoore
v. Aspin 916 F. Supp. 32, 35 (D.D.C. 1996Y ke issue in a FOIA case is not whether
the [agency’s] searches uncovered responsive documents, but rather whether

searches were reasdna.”).

B. Analysis

Plaintiff opposes Defendant’s summary judgmerdtion on the groundhat
“questions surrounding the steps taken by the Secret Service in it&ttenobtain
records responsive to [his FOIA] request create a genuine issuatefialfact making
summary judgment inappropriate (Pl.’s Resp. to Def.’s Mot. for Summ. J.Rl.’s
Opp’n”) at 2.)

Plaintiff’s first objectionarises from a misreading oDeclaran’s descriptionof
the EVNAME database. Declaraawversthatan EVNAME search’permits the Agency
to determine if it has queried other internal and external databases stheh M€,
PRISM, the National Crime Information Center, and the Inters@gatlfication Index
for a specific individal in the last thirty (30) days.(Smith Decl. § 16.)However,
Plaintiff apparentlyreads this statement to meahat “‘the Common Index systeinly
searches [MCI, PRISM, MPS, WV and EVNA databases foinformationon
individuals that ha[d] been previously checked by the Secret S&ernithelast
THIRTY (30) days” (Pl.’s Opp’n at 7 (emphasis addejl) Because thenformation
that Plaintiff seeks “datess farback as April 23, 2005-long before theSecret
Service searched fonformationresponsive to Plaintiff \ugust 25, 2010, FOIA

9



request—Plaintiff assertshatsearching the Cl “was inappropriate(fd. at 8) Plaintiff
is clearly mistaken undéhe plain language of the declaration. As Declarant describes
the databases at issube 30day limit applies the EVNAM system not theCl, and
the EVNAME systemonly indicateswhether a query of other databasess made
within the relevant periodWhen poperly understood, Declarant’s description of the
EVNAME databaseaises no question of material fact about the appropriateness of the
Secret Service’s Cl query.

Plaintiff’'s second objection is rooted ms beliefthat the Secret Service may
have once stored responsive records at a-sbuttered Secret Service facility
Belleville, lllinois, and that those records either were notsfarred tahe Springfield
office that was the locus of the agencgdditionalmanual records seardr were
somehow not retrieveduring the manual searchPlaintiff focuses on the fact that
Agent Fosterto whom the Carbondale Police Departmsapposedlyeferred the
counterfeitingmatter, had been “assigned to the Secret Servicigld office in
Belleville . . .and that said office is nowslosed.” (Pl.’s Opp’n at 9) Plaintiff faults
the Secret Service for its failure to “confirm that @dé documents from the defunct
Belleville, lllinois Secret Service field office were sent to the Sprielgfi,] lllinois
Resident Office,” andhedeems it “unreasonable to assume . . . that the integration of
documents from the Belleville, Illinois Sec¢r8ervice field office to the Springfield,
lllinois Resident Office was done by one person or that all the docunremisthe
Belleville, Illinois field office stayed at the Springfield[,] lllinoiseRident Office.”
(Id. at 910.) Plaintiff alsoopines hat “[a] computerized search of records responsive
to [his FOIA] request at the Springfield[,] lllinois Resident Offweuld [have] been a
more appropriate approach(ld. at 10)

Nothingin the record of this casedicatesthat thedefunctBelleville field office
ever maintaine@nyrecordsresponsive to Rintiff’'s FOIA request much less thathe
integration ofany suchrecords into the Springfield office’s recordkeeping systeas
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mishandledonce the Belleville office closedin any event, speculative assertions such
as these have no bearing the adequacy of the agency’s sear8ae Concepdn v.
FBI, 606 F. Supp. 2d 14, 30 (D.D.C. 2009) (“[S]peculation as to the existence of
additional records . . . does nohder the searches inadequate.Plaintiff alsofails to
recognizethat, according tohte Secret Service’s supporting declaratiarcomputerized
records search wamdertakerwith respect to the agency’s entire inventory of
documents anthat noresponsivaecords wee found inany office. (Def.’s Mem,
“Smith Decl.,” 11 1223.) This representatiois accorded a presnption of good faith
that Raintiff’s conjecture ado the possiblelocation and existence @fllegedly missing
recordsis insufficient to rebut.SeeVento v. IRS714 F. Supp. 2d 137, 145 (D.D.C.
2010) (finding that the plaintiffs’ speculation that other documents elxishot rebut
presumption of good faith accorded to agency’s declaration)

Plaintiff’s final argument regarding the inadequacy of Becret Service’s
document search is based on otdecumentghat Plaintiffreceivedin response to a
similar FOIA requestmade to a different agency. Plaintédfgues that, because the
Drug Enforcement Administratiorf DEA”) foundresponsive documentthe Secret
Service “has not made a good faith effort to obtain records and are withgoldin
records.” (Pl.’s Opp’n at 13.!° But none of the records that Plaintiff received from the
DEA references any Secret Service investigatio counterfeiting ootherwise. Ad
it is well established thahe existence of records maintained by another agenowpt
dispositiveof eitherthe issue of the adequacy of an agen®garchor the question of
its good faith SeeHarrison v. Fed. Bureau of Prison681F. Supp. 2d 76, 85 n.6

(D.D.C. 2010) (rejecting requester’s argument that agency’s failure taipeoal

%1 his request to the DEA, Plaintiff sought “any and all documents@mmunications agent Paul
Foster had . . . relating to [the plaintiff] and his alleged involveiie counterfeiting U.S. currency
discovered out of independent investigation and/oa assult of case # 20050424008 originating out of
Carbondale, lllinois.” (Pl.’s Opp’n. at 13.) The DEA responded by priogidPlaintiff with copies of
local police reports regarding Plaintiff’'s narcotics arrekt.,(Ex. F, “Letter from Katherine L. Myick
dated October 22, 2012
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particular record is evidence of bad fait@gcuracy in Media, Inc. v. NTSBlo. 03 cv-
0024, 2006 WL 826070, at *8 (D.D.C. March 29, 2006) (finding thlaintiff’'s
showing of omitted documents “does not mean that they exist now or that theyage
has possession of them’yee alsacChambers v. U.S. Dep’t of the Interidd68 F.3d
998, 1003 (D.C. Cir. 2009) (noting that substantial weight traditionalactorded to
agency affidavits in FOIA “adequacy of search” casdedeed,“particular documents
may have been accidentally lost or destroyed, or a reasonable andgh@earch may
have missed them’thus,courts have long held théthe adequacy of &OIA search is
generally determined not by the fruits of the search, but by the apprepess of the
methods used to carry out the searchtirralde v. Comptroller of Currency315 F.3d
311, 315 (D.C. Cir. 2003) (citin§teinberg23 F.3dat551).

This is not to say that Plaintiff’'s showing of theigtence of responsive records
is entirelyirrelevant; to be suré,a court may place significant weight on the fact that a
records search failed to turn up a particular document in analyzing the agexfum
records searchih certain circumstancesSee e.g.,id. at 315 (discussing inadequate
search FOIA cases in which an agem&glected to search particular offices or files
where the document might well have been found” ; “failed or refusetéoview
government officials for whom there was strong evidence that they rhighe been
helpful in finding the missing documents” ; “ignored indications in documents found in
its initial search that there were additional responsive documents els\wbergnored
evidence “that . . . there was reason to believe” that responsive recordsddnrists
files (citations omitted)) But no such circumstances are present héraken at its
word, the Secret Service twicgearched agenewide computer datals@s conducted a
manual search of its Springfield, iHbis, office;interviewed the Secret Service agent
who allegedly received copies of records from the Carbondale painzksought
additional information from Plaintiff in order to address, rather tignore, the
Carbondale policeeportthat Plaintiff hadappended to his FOIA requestSmith Decl.
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197, 1223). This effort clearlymeets the criteria foan adequate search, and
Plaintiff’s “[m]ere speculation that as yet uncovered documents may eécxées not
undermine the finding that the agency conducted a reasonable search fdr them

lturralde, 315 F.3d at 316 (internal quotations and citations omitted).

[1l. CONCLUSION

To satisfythe FOIA, an agency need onhdequatelydescribe the scope and
methods of its searches and demonstrate that the places most likely tancontai
responsive materials were search&keDavidson v. Envtl. Prot. Agenc$21 F. Supp.
2d 38, 39 (D.D.C. 2000). The Court finds that the Secret Service has met that burden in
this case. Tere is no genuinssue of material fact as to the agencg&npliarce with
the FOIA; accordingly, Defendaid entitled to judgment as a matter of landits
motion for summary judgment will BBRANTED. An Order accompanies this

Memorandumm Opinion.

DATE: Augustl6, 2013
Kﬂ'ﬁwq;b Brown ,Qa«oédon
’ 4

Ketanji Brown Jackson
United States District Judge
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