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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

RYAN NOAH SHAPIRO,

)

)

)

Plaintiff, )

)

V. ) Civil Action No. 13-0729 (PLF)

)

DEPARTMENTOF JUSTICE, )
)

Defendant. )

OPINION
This is a Freedom of Information Act case brought by plaintiff Ryan Noah
Shapiro against thenited State®epartment of Justice. Shapiro has requestednaion
about Aaron Swartz, a recently decehsemputer programmer, activist, athoctoral candidate
at MIT. Itis alleged that Swartz committed suicide after becoming the subjettroéasive
federal investigation This matter is now before the Court on the partiesssmotions for

summary judgment

! The papers considsgtin connection with the pending motions include the

following: plaintiff’'s complaint (“Compl.”) [Dkt. No. 1]; defendant’s motion for summary
judgment (“Def.’s Mot. Summ. J.”) [Dkt. No. 5]; defendant’s statement of undispuaéetiad
facts (“Def!s Stmt. Facts”) [Dkt. No. 2]; plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment (“Rl.Mot.
Summ. J.”)[Dkt. No. 7-1} plaintiff's statement of undisputed material facts ($&tmt. Facts”)
[Dkt. No. 7-7]; declaration of David M. Hardy (“Hardy Decl.”) [Dkt. No. 5-3]; defendant’
opposition to plaintiff's summary judgment motion and reply in support of its own summary
judgment motion (“Def.’s Opp. Pl.’s Mot. Summ. J.”) [Dkt. Nos. 10, tigglaration of Dennis
J. Argall (“Argall Decl.”) [Dkt.Nos. 10-1, 11-1]plaintiff’'s opposition to defendarst'summary
judgment motion and reply in support of bisn summary judgment motion (“R.Opp. Def.5
Mot. Summ. J.”) [Dkt. No. 12]; Order of November 1, 2013, directing defendant to deliver
unredactedlocuments to the court for camerareview (“Nov. 1, 2013 Order”) [Dkt. No. 13];
defendant’s notice ah camerasubmission (“Notice”) [Dkt. No. 15].
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. BACKGROUND

After plaintiff submittedhis FOIA request, the Federal Bureau of Investigation
component within th®epartment of Justicendicated that it had locat&B pages responsive to
plaintiff’s request.Hardy Decl, Ex. G at 53-75seePl.’s Stmt. Fact§Y5-6. The FBI provided
four of these pages in fulb plaintiff. Pl.'s Stmt. Factq] 5. Seventeen of these pages were
withheld in part pursuant to Exemptions €Y, 7(E), and 7(F) of the FOIARI.s Stmt. Facts
19 5, 26. Two documents — a total of four pagegrewithheld as duplicates of documents
previously provided.ld. 6. Plaintiff contends that the FBI improperly withheld information
contained in thee23 pages. Specifically, plaintiff argues that the government has improperly
withheld information undelFOIA Exemptions 6 and(C) and has improperly withhettie
duplicate pagesPl.’'s Mot. Summ. J. 5-15. In addition, plaintiff argues that the search
undertaken ¥ the FBI was inadequatéd. at 25.

Given the small number of documents at issue in this case, the Court issued an
Order on November 1, 2018irecting thegovernment to deliver to theo@rt forin camera
review unredacted copies of the following psig8wartz1 to Swartz7, Swartz10, Swartz12 to
Swartz20,andSwartz22 to Swartz-23. On December 13, 2013, the government delivered hard
copiesof these documents, in unredacted faimtheundersigned Chambers and filed a notice
of in camerasubmission on the dockegeeNotice The Court has now reviewed the documents
submittedn cameraand has concluded that, on the issue of whether the government improperly
withheld information in the 23 pages initially releastd, defendant’'s moticior summary

judgment should be granted and the plairgtiffftossmotion should be denied.

2 As noted below, the government also asserts Exemp@irwith respect to

certain informationseeDef.’s Mot. Summ. J. 14, but the Court does not independently consider
this Exemption. The government has withdrawn its assertion of ExentifiEpnSeeDef.’ s
Opp. Pl.’s Mot. Summ. J. 7.



With two exceptions (Swar2A-3B and Swart22-23), which the government
has withheldn toto on the ground that they are duplicates of documents altesclgsedthe
documents at issue have all been provided in redacted form. The redactiohsames and
telephone numbers. The government has indicated the FOIA exemptions on whichfirelies
each redactioand the nature of the information redacted. All redacted portions of the
documents have been withheld as “clearly unwarranted” and “unwarranted” invasionsoy pr
pursuant to Exemptions 6 and 7(@spectively In additon, after thdistedexemptionor
exemptions invokewith respect to each redam, the government has also added a number — 1,
2, 3 or 4 — and has provided an explanation for each such number ttireudéclaration of
David M. Hardy, an employee of the Federal Bureau of Investigation who idehtrhself as
the Section Chief of the Record/Information Dissemination Section, Records déhaeiaty
Division, in Winchester, VirginiaSeeHardy Decl.f 1. The four sulsategories under
Exemptions 6 and 7(@yre characterized as follow§l) names and/or identifyingformationof
FBI Special Agents and support personnel; (2) names and/or identifying information of third
parties who provided information to the FBI; (3) names and/or identifying informatitiraf
parties merely mentioned; and (4) name of aRBhfederal government enptee. Seed.

19 35-42. The Couhas examined the redacted portiohshe relevant documents at issue in
the context okachoverall document and, with these descriptions in mind, has appédeQIA
andthe relevant case law.

The Court also has considdrie partiesarguments relating to the adequacy of
the FBI's search anbas carefully examined the representations made by the &&tlarants.
The Court is not persuaded that the RBsconducted “a good faith, reasonable search of those

sydems of records likely to possess the requested information,” as required urig@etAheSee



Lardner v. FB] 852 F. Supp. 2d 127, 133 (D.D.C. 201 R)therefore will hold the parties
summary judgment motions in abeyance in part, pending furthemigrigfidadditional

processing of records, as appropriate.

Il. DISCUSSION
A. Summary Judgment in a FOIA Case

“FOIA cases typically and appropriately are decided on motions for summary
judgment.” Defenders of Wildlife v. U.8order Patro| 623 F. Supp. 2d 83, 87 (D.D.C. 2009).
In a FOIA action to compel production of agency records, the agency is entitlednt@asum
judgment if no material facts aredspute and if it demonstratdsat each document that falls
within the chss requesteahs been producets unidentifiablepr is wholly exempt from the
FOIA’s disclosureequirementsMoayedi v. U.S. Customs and Border Protect®l0 F. Supp.
2d 73, 78 (D.D.C. 2007) (citingerry v. Block684 F.2d 121, 126 (D.C. Cir. 1982Bummary
judgment may be based solely on information provided in an agency’s supadiitiagits or
declarations if they are relatively detailed and when they describe “tenénts and the
justifications for nondisclosure with reasonably specifiaidiedemonstrate that the information
withheld logically falls within the claimed exemption, and are not controvertedttigr contrary
evidence in the record nor by evidence of agency bad failiditary Audit Project v. Casey
656 F.2d 724, 738 (D.C. Cir. 198%ge Beltranena v. Clintp@70 F. Supp. 2d 175, 182 (D.D.C.

2011).



B. Exemptiontnvoked
1. Exemption 6

Exemption 6 protects “personnel and medical files and similar files the disclosure
of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.” 5 U.S.C.
8 552(b)(6). The term “similar files” is construed broadly and is “intended ter ctatailed
Government records on an individual which can be identified as applying to that individual.”
U.S. Dep't of State v. Washington Post,@&6 U.S. 595, 602 (1982) (citation omittefJhe
information in the filé need not be intimatdor thefile to satisfy the standard, and the threshold
for determining whether information applies to a particular individual is mininilton v.
U.S. Dept of Justice 783 F. Supp. 2d 55, 58 (D.D.C. 2011) (quotiey York Times Co. v.
Nat’l Aeronautics and Space Admif20 F.2d 1002, 1006 (D.C. Cir. 1990)).

Information protected under Exemption 6 includes such items as a gensome,
address, place of birth, employment history, and telephone nui@berNdt Assn of Retired
Fed. Employees v. Horne879 F.2d 873, 875 (D.C. Cir. 1988ge alsdsovt Accountability
Project v. U.S. Dep’of State 699 F. Supp. 2d 97, 106 (D.D.C. 2010) (personal email addresses);
Schmidt v. ShaiNo. 08-2185, 2010 WL 1137501, at *9 (D.D.C. Mar. 18, 2010) (employees’
home telephone number§chwaner v. Depof the Army696 F. Supp. 2d 77, 82 (D.D.C. 2010)
(names, ranks, companies and addresses of Army persdnmi&td Am. Fin., Inc. v. Potte667
F. Supp. 2d 49, 65-66 (D.D.C. 2009) (name and cell phone number of an “unknown individual”).

Once this threshold inquiry is met, the Court employs a balgrnest to
determine whether the public interest in disclosure outweighs the privaciatef¢he relevant

individuals. Washington Post Co. v. U.S. Dep’t of Health and Human S&8@.F.2d 252, 260



(D.C. Cir. 1982). It is the requester’s obligation to demonstrate the existensgnoifizant

public interest in disclosureSeeColeman v. Lappin680 F. Supp. 2d 192, 196 (D.D.C. 2010).

2. Exemptior7(C)

Exemption 7 protects from disclosure “records or information compiled for law
enforcement purposes,” but only to the extent that disclosure of such records wouldhcause a
enumerated harm. 5 U.S.C. 8§ 552(b)é8e Fed. Bureau of Investigation v. Abram<ts6 U.S.
615, 622 (1982). In order to withhold materials properly under Exemption 7, an agency must
establish that the records at issue were compiled for law enforcement pugnostst the
material satisfies the requirements of one of thiparts of Exemption 7See Pratt v. Webster
673 F.2d 408, 413 (D.C. Cir. 1982).

Exemption 7(C) protects from disclosure information in law enforcement records
that “could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal’ pivac
U.S.C. 8§ 55f)(7)(C). Exemption 7(C) recognizes that the stigma of being associated with any
law enforcement investigation affords broad privacy rights to those who are @ahimeanhy
way with such an investigation unless a significant publer@st exists for disclosurdJ.S.

Dept of Justice v. Reporters Comm. for Freedom of the P& U.S. 749, 773-75 (1989);
SafeCard Servs., Inc. v. Sec. & Exch. Com®26 F.2d 1197, 1205-06 (D.C. Cir. 19911.
determining whether this exemption applies to particular material, the Court mustebidlan
interest in privacy of individuals mentioned in the records against the public interes
disclosure.See Sussman v. U.S. Marshals $Sé84 F.3d 1106, 1115 (D.C. Cir. 200Bgck v.
Dep't of Justice 997 F.2d 1489, 1491 (D.C. Cir. 199Bgvis v. U.S. Dep’of Justice 968 F.2d

1276, 1281 (D.C. Cir. 1992). The privacy interest at stake belongs to the individualtheot to

3 It is the FBIs practice to assert Exemption 6 in conjunction with Exemption 7(C).
Hardy Decl. § 33 n.2.



government agency).S. Dept of Justice v. Reporters Comm. for Freedom of the PA&S,

U.S. at 763-65Nat’l Assn of Retired Fed. Employees v. Horn879 F.2d at 875 (noting
individual’s significant privacy interest “in avoiding the unlimited disclosurki®for her name
and address”), and individuals have a “strong interest in not being associated ueaiyraiti
alleged criminal activity. Stern v. Fed. Bureau of Investigatigi37 F.2d 84, 91-92 (D.C. Cir.
1984). “[T]he only public interest relevant for purposes of Exemption 7(C) is one thatdocuse
on ‘the citizensright to be informed about what their government is ug t@avis v. U.S. Dep’
of Justice 968 F.2d at 1282 (quotirigept of Justice vReporters Comm. for Freedom of the
Press 489 U.S. at 773). It is tlrequestéss obligation to articulate a public interest sufficient to
outweigh an individual's privacy interest, and the public interest must be sagniffeee Nat
Archives& Records Admin. v. Favish41 U.S. 157, 172 (2004).

The D.C. Circuit hasansistently held that Exemption 7((yotects the privacy
interests of all persons mentioned in law enforcement records, including giavestj suspects,
witnesses and informants, and has determined that suclpérntgdinformation is categorically
exanpt from disclosure under [E]xemption 7(C), in the absence of an overriding publictinteres
in its disclosure.”Lewis v. U.S. Dep’of Justice 609 F. Supp. 2d 80, 84 (D.D.C. 2009) (internal
guotation marks and citations omittesigeSussman v. U.S. Marshals SeA24 F.3d at 1116
(names, addresses, telephone numbers, social security numbers and other mwsd&onf
about law enforcement officers, other government employees, and third pdréiethah a third
party who had authorized the release of records about himself to the req&eshardson v.

U.S. Dept of Justice No. 09-1916, 2010 WL 3191796, at *7-8 (D.D.C. Aug. 13, 2010)
(identities of and personal information about FBI Special Agents, Metropotlitase P

Department officers, law enfcement technicians, an Assistant United States Attorney, and



eyewitnesses to an attempted murdeakko v. U.S. Depof Justice 684 F. Supp. 2d 120, 132
(D.D.C. 2010) (identities of DEA Special Agents and laboratory personnel, andretdteal

law enforcement officersfischer v. U.S. Dep'of Justice 596 F. Supp. 2d 34, 47 (D.D.C.

2009) (citingSchrecker v. U.S. D&pof Justice 349 F.3d 657, 661 (D.C. Cir. 2003i)dentities

of investigators, suspects, witnesses, and informataspla v. Drug Enforcement AdmiB67

F. Supp. 2d 85, 100 (D.D.C. 2009) (identities of law enforcement officers and other government
employees)Willis v. U.S. Deft of Justice 581 F. Supp. 2d 57, 76 (D.D.C. 2008) (identities of

federal and local law enforcemergrsonnel).

C. Application of Exemptions to Documents at Issue

As notedsupraat 3, in this case the FBI has redacted and thus witlbald
categories of information(1) names and/or identifying information of FBI Special Agents and
support personnel; (2) names and/or identifying information of third parties who provided
information to the FBI;(3) names and/or identifying information of third parties merely
mentoned; and (4) name of a néiBl federal government employee.

With respect tahe namestelephone numbers, and other identifying information
of FBI Special Agents armslipport personneihe FBI's declarat, David Hardystates that
among other tasks, these individuals were responsible for conducting, supervising, and/or
maintaining thenvestigative documents responsive to plairgifequestsHardy Decl.

11 35-37 He also states thatgjublicity (adverse or otherwise) regarding any particular
investigation . . . may seriously impact [FBI Special Agents and support perspnnel’
effectiveness in conducting other investigationkd” { 35. Disclosure of their identities may
result in “unnecessary, unofficial questioning as to the conduct of any inviestsgathether or

not they are currently employed by the FBId. The declarant further states that Special



Agents “come into contact with all strata of society, conducting searches &imdjraaests,
both of which result in reasonable but nonetheless serious disturbances” to the persbed sea
or arrested, and these persons may target or seek revenge on theldg§rgs.

With respect to FBI support personnel, the declarant states that such personnel
were assigned to handle tasks relatingsgistance ttocal law enforcement agencies. Hard
Decl. 1 . Furthermore, he says, they have been, and may continue to be, in positions with
access to information “regarding official law enforcement investigatiand therefore could
become targets of harassing inquires for unauthorized access to investidgatieinsdentities
were released.ld. In the FBIs view, there is no public interest sufficient to outweigh the
privacy interests of its Special Agents and support persoitthe] 136, 37. Redaction of the
names of federal, state and local law enforagrpersonnel and support staff under
circumstances similar to those described here has routinely been upheldréaisthres stated by
the declarantSeesupraat5-7. After reviewing the redactions, the Court agtbes the
redactions made by the FBiegustified under Exemptions 6 and 7(C).

The FBI also withholds the names, telephone numbers, and other identifying
information of third parties who provided information to the FBI, as well as of individuads w
were only incidentally mentioned in records responsive to plaintiff's reqtesty Decl.{1 38,
41-42. Its declarant explains that individuals interviewed by the FBI often fetif thair
identities are exposed, they will face harassment, threats, and possildaldieisn, and must
be assured that their identities will be confidentldl. {1 4342. With respect to those merely

mentioned in the FB$ records, the declarant explains that disclosure of their identities in

4 The FBI also withholds the names of FBI employees under Exemption 7(F).

Because the Court concludes that this information properly is withheld under Exem@jpit 7(
need not address whetlexemption7(F) also appliesSee Simon v. Depof Justice 980 F.2d
782, 785 (D.C. Cir. 1992).



connection with records responsive to plaintiff's requie&s subjecting them to possible
suspicion, criticism, and/or harassment, as a connection to the FBI can cagatiaen
connotation.Id. § 38. After reviewing the redacted information, which contains the names and
other identifying information of individeiswho provided information to the FBI, or were
otherwise mentioned in FBI reports, the Court is persuaded that the disclosure of such
information would constitute an unwarranted invasion of privacy.

Finally, the FBI has withheld the name of a rkBI-federal employee. The FBI
declarant explains that disclosure of this information could subject the individual ttonmzed

injuries and harassmenardy Decl. ] 390, and the Court agrees.

D. Adequacy of the Search

To establish that its search for responsive records was adequate, an agsincy m
show that it made a “good faith effort to conduct a search for the requested,rasorgs
methods which can be reasonably expected to produce the information requestesty v.
Dept of the Army920 F.2d 57, 68 (D.C. Cir. 1990). A search need not be exhaldiiiez,v.
U.S.Dep't of State779 F.2d 1378, 1383 (8th Cir. 1985), and an agency’s failure to find a
particular document does not undermine the determinatiothéhaearch was adequai&/ilbur
v. CIA 355 F.3d 675, 678 (D.C. Cir. 2008ation Magazine, Washington Bureau v. U.S.
Customs Sery71 F.3d 885, 892 n.7 (D.C. Cir. 1995). The adequacy of a search is not
determined by its results, but by the method of the search Wgeitpergv. Dept of Justice745
F.2d at 1485, and a court is guided in this determination by principles of relesmsab

Oglesby v. Dep of the Army920 F.2d at 68.

> In addition, the Court does not find the withholding of duplicate pages to be

improperin this case

10



The FBIs declarants, David M. Hardy and Dennis J. Argall, state that in response
to the plaintiffs request, the FBI initially searched the BTentral RecosiSystem (“CRS”), a
centralized FBrecord system containing over 116.5 million records, but did not locate any
responsive documentsiardy Decl. 25; Argall Decl. § 6. In addition, the FBI searched the
Request Tracking System of the FOIPA Document Processing System, inodobate
previous requests for similar information, and was able to locate the 23 pagesdishms.
Hardy Decl. 2. Plaintiff raises several objections to the adequacy of the E&drch, three of

which have merit.

1. Whether Request Wasproperly Limitedto Records Relating tGriminal Investigatios

The CRS is a centralized records system containing administrative, applican
criminal, personnel, and other files compiled for law enforcement purposes. Begallf 6.
The FBI interpreted plaintifé request as seeking access to records relating to Swartz in the
context of a specific law enforcement investigatitoh. Mr. Argall explains that records
responsive telaintiff’s requesthereforewould be “of a criminal investigative nature and
responsive records would reside in the CRI8.” This statement leaves open the possibility that
records relating to Swartatsidethe context of a criminal investigation may be located in
databases other théme CRS. Id.

The plaintiff maintainghat his request was not confined to documents relating to
a criminalinvestigation, and the Court agrees. Although some of the background information
included inplaintiff’'s FOIA requestliscusgsacriminal investigatiorof Swartz the plaintiffs
request appears to be mumtwader. In higOIA request, the plaintiff stated:

| request disclosure @iny and allrecords that were prepared,

received, transmitted, collectedddor maintained by the FBI,
theTerrorist Sceening Center, the National Joint Terrorism Task

11



Force, or any Joint Terrorism Task Force relating or referring to
the deceased perséaron H. Swartz.

Hardy Decl., Ex. A at IseealsoMcKinley v. F.D.I.C, 807 F. Supp. 2d 1, 7 (D.D.C. 2011)
(when a requestréasonably describgd[therecordssought . . anagencyalsohasa dutyto
construe &0OIA requestiberally”) (quotingNation Magazine v. U.S. Custoerv, 71 F.3dat
890).

In light of the Court view that the plaintifé request is not confined to records
“of a criminal investigative nature,” the FBI will be directed to considestivr responsive
records would reasonably reside outside the CRS, and either perform any aldajifowopriate
searches in databases or resmystern outside the CRS or explain why additional searches

would not be appropriate.

2. Whether an Index Search Is Adequate

A document that references a specific individual will be indexed in the CRS to the
individual’'s name if the individual is a subject, suspect, or victim. Hardy Decl.-1¥.16he
decision to index names other than subjects, suspects, and victims is a discreticiagny de
made by FBI staffild. In his request, plaintiff requested that the FBI conduct ddutlsearch
of theElectronic Case Fil¢‘ECF”) within the CRS rather than merely an index seart¢hardy
Decl., Ex. A at 7. The FBI, howevateclined toconduct a fultext search, but only searched
records indexed by Aaron Swdgname (and phonetvariationsof Swartzs name).Argall
Decl. 8.

Mr. Argall explained that the FBI “does not conduct ECF text searches in
response to all requests, particularly in those instances, as is the capgheedno such

search was warrantedArgall Decl. § 8. Mr. Argall provides little further explanation as to why

12



no further search was warranted, simply that “there was no reasonable bpbis F&1] to
conclude that additional records about [Swartz] resided in the CldS.”

Although the Court recognizes treafull-text search may not be warranted in
every case, it finds the FBlexplanation as to why it was unwarranted here to be lacking. The
Court therefore will direct the FBI to either conduct a-feltt search of ECF or provide further

explanation as to why such a search is unnecess#ng particular case

3. Whether the FBI Reasonably Excluded Records Received After th@fCDate

During the course of this litigation, the FBI also searched for and idéntifie
previousrequests made byaronSwatz for FBI records on topics other than Swartz himsedf
well as any requests made by third parties for FBI records pertainingattzSvrgall Decl. | 5.
The FBI identifie and provided to plaintiight FOIA/Privacy Act requests made by Swartz.

Id. The FBI stated that any requests made by other third parties about Serarteeeived after
the search cedff date for plaintiffs request, and therefore were outside the scope of plasntiff’
request.ld.

As the plaintiff points out, an agency’s decision to withhold documents received
after the search cuiff date, but during the course of processing, isashwaysreasonable See
Public Citizen v. Dejt of State 276 F.3d 634, 643 (D.C. Cir. 200@2jting McGehee v. CIA697
F.2d 1095, 1102 (D.C. Cir. 1983)). In the present case, the FBI has not informed the plaintiff or
the Court what the cuiff date wa or wheherthethird-party requests were receivafier the
processing of plaintif§ request The Court therefore is unable to determine whether thesFBI’
decision to witlhold thethird-party requests a reasonable one. The Court will direct the FBI to
provide the third-party requests and related docunmren&sved after the cudff date or explain

further why itsdecision to withhold these documents is reasonable.

13



The plaintiff raises a number of other challenges to the adequacy oéthle, se

but the Court does not find any of these to have rerit.

[ll. CONCLUSION

For the reasons discussed above, the Court finds that the FBI has not improperly
withheld information in the 23 pages tlianitially deemed responsive to plaintéfrequest and
provided to plaintiff. On the issue of whether the FBI properly invoked Exemptions@@jd
in withholding certain information in these documents, the Court will grant defendaotien
for summary judment in partand deny plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment in part.

The Court is not convinced, however, that the R idequately searched for
and produced records responsive to plaistiféquest. It therefore will hottle partiescross
motions for summary judgment in abeyamgth respect to the search isspending further
explanation by the government.

An appropriate Order accompanies this Opinion.

SO ORDERED.
/sl
PAUL L. FRIEDMAN
DATE: March 31, 2014 United States District Judge

6 Although the plaintiff contends that the FBI did not sedinehFBIs Guardian
Threat Tracking System, Mr. Argall stated in his declaration that the reicattds system are
migrated into the CRS, which was searched. Argall Decl. 9. Plaintifas¢svtshat news
sourcesuggest that the FBI conducted additional investigations into Swartz, but such
speculation is merely that: speculative, and therefore insufficient to rgessuane question
about the adequacy of the sear8®e Shapiro v. U.S. Depf Justice--- F. Supp. 2d---, 2014
WL 953270, at *6 (D.D.C. 2014)yAgency declarations are accordadoresumption of good
faith, which cannot be rebutted by purely speculative claims about the exiatehce
discoverability of other documenty.’(quotingSafeCard Servs., Inc. v. Sec. & Exch. Comm’n
926 F.2d at 1200).
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