
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

DEFENDANTS’ RESPONSE TO  

PLAINTIFF’S STATEMENT OF ADDITIONAL FACTS 

Defendants, by John R. Lausch, Jr., United States Attorney for the Northern District of 

Illinois, respond to plaintiff’s statement of additional facts (Dkt. 37 at 24-26) as follows: 

1. Ms. Schurkamp Declaration [sic] does not indicate any protocol the ICE FOIA

office has in place to adhere to statutory deadlines for producing records responsive to requests in 

the timeframes stated in the Act.  Numerous responses were produced here well beyond the 30-

day deadline for complex requests, including one, for Mr. Manual Valdez Soto on January 7, 2022 

(Schurkamp Decl. ¶34, DSOMF, p. 45), well over four years after Plaintiff submitted the request 

on March 15, 2017.  Stevens Decl¶9.  

Response: Admit that the Schurkamp Declaration does not mention ICE’s massive 

FOIA caseload or the huge amounts of responsive records that ICE produces every single month 

in response to FOIA requests, since the timing of ICE’s productions to Stevens is not relevant to 

the agencies’ summary judgment motion.  Admit that some of ICE’s productions to Stevens 

occurred more than 30 days after ICE received the FOIA requests at issue, but dispute that this 

violated FOIA. 

2. The Vaughn Index associated with the ICE Declaration uses document

identification number of 2021-ICLI-00042 for five records.  This number does not appear in Ms. 

Schurkamp’s Declaration and Plaintiff cannot match the redactions with the documents she 

received.  DSOMF, pp. 70-79.  Stevens Decl.¶10. 
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Response:  Admit that Stevens has declared that she cannot match the redactions in 

ICE’s Vaughn index with the documents she received from ICE, but dispute that she cannot 

actually match them: the identification number of 2021-ICLI-00042 appears on ICE’s January 21, 

2022 production letter, which enclosed 44 pages of records.  Def. Ex. H.  ICE’s Vaughn index 

plainly refers to redactions made throughout those 44 pages.  Def. Ex. A (Schurkamp Declaration), 

Attachment N.  For example, the first entry explains that ICE redacted the names of DHS and ICE 

personnel.  Id. at entry 1.  No page number is provided because the redactions occur throughout 

the production.  Id.  The second entry explains that ICE redacted discount terms and other contract 

information.  Id. at entry 2.  Page numbers 1-6 and 10-12 are provided to guide Stevens to the 

relevant pages.  Id.  And so on. 

3. Ms. Schurkamp notes “ICE employees have access to email” (DSOMF, ¶12, p. 30).  

But searches for records on Nathan Anfinson (2019-ICFO-23635) and Manuel Valdez-Soto did 

not reference searches of Outlook.  Stevens Decl¶12. 

 

Response: Admit that Schurkamp notes in her declaration that ICE employees have 

access to email, though the statement appears in paragraph 13 of Schurkamp’s declaration (Def. 

Ex. A), not in DSOF ¶ 12 as Stevens says.  Admit that ICE did not search Outlook for references 

to Nathan Anfinson and Manuel Valdez-Soto. 

4. The Nathan Anfinson FOIA request specifically asked ICE to search the case 

management system PLAnet (SOMF, ICE Attachment A, DSOMF, p. 46).  PLAnet is an ICE case 

management system that is reasonably likely to have records responsive to my request.  An ICE 

Memorandum states that it is the database that ICE attorney should use for uploading case 

information of individuals with claims of U.S. Citizenship.  “ICE attorneys will save the 

memorandum in the PLAnet case management system and document the resulting HQ decision 

and other information about the claim by completing the “ USC Claims” section in PLAnet.”  U.S. 

Citizenship Claims Memorandum, 2017 (“USC Memo”), Ex. 2, p. 7; Stevens Decl¶18. 

 

Response:  Dispute.  The FOIA request asked for screen shots of the databases ICE 

consulted; it did not specifically ask ICE to search PLAnet.  Def. Ex. A (Schurkamp Decl.), 

Attachment A (Dkt. 31 at 46 of 238).  And in response to the Nathan Anfinson request, the 
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Information Disclosure Unit of ICE’s Enforcement Removal Operations office conducted a routine 

records search for responsive records using its standard operating procedures.  Def. Ex. A 

(Schurkamp Decl.) ¶ 20(c).  The unit searched the Immigration and Enforcement Operational 

Records System’s Alien Removal Module (the system used to book, detain, and remove 

noncitizens), as well as the Central Index System, which is a database containing information on 

the status of 57 million applicants or petitioners.  Id. ¶ 20(c), (d).  Stevens has not submitted 

evidence that the memoranda she describes in paragraph 4 would not be found by searching those 

systems. 

5. Another database Schurkamp omits from the list of locations searched for records 

on individuals and that is reasonably likely to have responsive records is the General Counsel 

Electronic Management System (GEMS) “GEMS.”  The USC Memo highlights GEMS as a 

location where “[r]ecords generated pursuant to this directive” are likely to be located.  Id.; Stevens 

Decl¶19. 

 

Response: Admit that the Schurkamp Declaration does not mention GEMS, though 

dispute that this is an “omission.”  On its face those records would be privileged. 

6. A third database Schurkamp omits from the list of locations searched for records 

on Anfinson that is reasonably likely to have responsive records is the National File Tracking 

System (“NFTS”).  NFTS is another records location referenced in the USC Memo.  NFTS 

“provides a tracking system of where the A-Files are physically located, including whether the file 

has been digitized … NFTS records associated with an A-File will be retained on a permanent 

basis even after the A-File has been retired to NARA to retain accurate recordkeeping.”  Especially 

for cases that are older, NFTS is likely to indicate where records are located and if they have been 

digitized.  Stevens Decl¶20. 

 

Response:  Admit that the Schurkamp Declaration does not mention the National File 

Tracking System.  The National File Tracking System is a USCIS system, not an ICE system.  See 

https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/privacy_pia_uscis_nfts.pdf. 

7. The Schurkamp Decl. provides no tracking number for the Manuel Valdez Soto 

request submitted by Plaintiff in 2017.  No tracking number was assigned.  Stevens Decl25. 
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Response:  Admit that the Schurkamp Declaration does not list a tracking number for 

the Manuel Valdez Soto request, but dispute that no tracking number was assigned, as the cited 

portion of Stevens’s declaration does not say that no tracking number was assigned, and Stevens 

has not offered any evidence that a tracking number was not assigned. 

8. Only after Plaintiff filed this lawsuit did the agency “respond[] to a request 

[Plaintiff] had withdrawn and disregarded the request that immediately ensued.  Stevens Decl¶27.  

The FOIA request ICE claims is the true and accurate copy of Plaintiff request for records for 

records of Manuel Valdez Soto was submitted at 2:46 p.m. CT on March 15, 2017 and withdrawn 

three minutes later.  Stevens Decl¶28.  At 2:49 p.m. CT Plaintiff forwarded the errant request and 

above it wrote, “please withdraw this request; it is sent inadvertently to your agency. a correct 

request for records from this subject will follow.  I apologize for the confusion.”  Email from 

Stevens to ice-foia@dhs.gov, Subject heading: “Fw. Request for ROP and Audio Recording for 

Manuel Valdez Soto #[redacted].”  March 15, 2017.  Four minutes later, she sent a new request.  

The new request had as its subject-heading “Enforcement and Removal Operations and All 

Systems Records for Manuel Valdez Soto #[redacted].”  Stevens Decl¶28. 

 

Response:  Admit that Stevens has declared that she emailed ICE asking to withdraw 

the Manuel Valdez Soto request and that Plaintiff’s Exhibit 3 appears to be that email.  Dispute 

that Stevens re-submitted a new request for records relating to Manuel Valdez Soto 4, because the 

email she cites is just the email in which she attempted to withdraw the first request, not a separate 

request. 

9. The contents of the request submitted at 2:53 p.m. and not withdrawn is quoted 

from in the Complaint: “All correspondence including but not limited to email and attachments, 

faxes, notes, and all other records associated with *communications with Citizenship and 

Immigration Services* *by the office of DHS trial attorneys* or other employees of the ICE 

Enforcement and Removal Operations about any N600 applications or any other correspondence 

with ICE HQ about Mr. Valdez’s claim to US citizenship.”  Complaint at ¶69, quoting from email 

from Stevens to ice-fois@dhs.gov, March 15, 2017 Ex. 1.  Stevens Decl¶29. 

 

Response: Dispute, because complaints contain allegations, not evidence.   

10. On April 14, 2017 ICE sent an email in reply to the email including the request 

Plaintiff had withdrawn.  It did not include a tracking number nor state it was a final response.  It 

stated it would be forwarding the withdrawn request to USCIS.  Email from ICE to Stevens, April 

14, 2017.  Ex. 4.  Stevens Decl¶30.  Plaintiff assumed that ICE would be sending her a tracking 

number for the correct request that was not withdrawn: ICE never sent her a tracking number for 

the proper request associated with the records of Mr. Valdez.  Stevens Decl¶31. 
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Response: Admit that ICE emailed Stevens on April 14, 2017 in response to Manual 

Valdez Soto request that Stevens is saying she withdrew after sending.  Admit that ICE’s email 

did not include a tracking number or state that it was a final response.  Admit that Stevens has 

declared that she assumed that ICE would be sending her a tracking number for what she says was 

the correct request and that ICE did not send her a tracking number. 

11. Plaintiff’s original request to EOIR dated July 3, 2020 included a section captioned 

“BACKGROUND” and referenced a memorandum and report produced pursuant to EOIR and 

federal courts efforts, respectively, to compile and analyze case data including a specific break-

out of data on U.S. citizens in removal proceedings.  Stevens Decl¶69. 

 

Response: Admit that Stevens has declared as much. 

12. Plaintiff’s request for data associated with FOIA case 2020-60006 stated, “The 

public understanding of immigration removal adjudication proceedings, as well as how the 

government responds in cases where a U.S. citizen may have been mistakenly flagged for 

immigration removal, will be greatly enhanced by knowledge of these adjournments and their 

associated cases.”  Stevens Decl¶70. 

  

Response: Admit that Stevens has declared as much. 

13. EOIR did not task its components, including but not limited to the Office of General 

Counsel, Office of the Chief Immigration Judge, Office of Policy or any other office reasonably 

likely to have memoranda or e-mail responsive to data on claims of U.S. citizenship in immigration 

courts, as requested by Plaintiff and provides no details as to why these components would not 

have responsive records.  Stevens Decl¶72.  Rather EOIR searched only the PASD as the 

component “most likely” to have responsive records.  Stevens Decl¶73. 

 

Response: Admit that EOIR did not task these offices to search for records, and note 

that EOIR’s policy memoranda are publicly available on the internet: 

https://www.justice.gov/eoir/statistics-and-reports and https://www.justice.gov/eoir/eoir-policy-

manual.  The agency’s precedential decisions are likewise publicly available at 

https://www.justice.gov/eoir/ag-bia-decisions#menu1.  And the notion that emails would contain 

this type of data is speculative.  Also, EOIR is in the best position to know where to search for its 

own records.  Agencies must conduct good-faith, reasonable searches of the systems of records 
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likely to contain responsive records, and agencies have discretion under FOIA to craft searches 

that will do so.  Agencies need not search every system if additional searches are unlikely to 

produce any marginal return.   

14. In her Declaration, Ms. O’Hara provides a 10-page narrative about the data and 

codes produced that did not accompany the original production.  However, Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s 

research assistant Grant Li do not have information sufficient to understand two codes: “‘ZERO 

BOND’ as it appears in table 80000” and “‘DD APPEAL’ as it appears in table 80400 under 

column C ‘strDescription’.”  Stevens Decl¶82.  

 

Response: Zero Bond is a custody redetermination case (bond hearing) where there is 

no affiliated removal proceeding initiated at the time the bond redetermination request is filed with 

EOIR.  There is no existing removal case for the individual.  See EOIR Policy Manual, Uniform 

Docketing Manual at Part III, Section I at page 30, available at https://www.justice.gov/eoir/eoir-

policy-manual/USDM122020/download.   DD Appeal relates the DHS visa appeal or fine appeal 

process before the Board of Immigration Appeals.  See EOIR Policy Manual at Part III, BIA 

Practice Manual at Chapters 9 (Visa) and 10 (Fines), available at 

https://www.justice.gov/eoir/eoir-policy-manual/iii; see generally EOIR Internet site at 

https://www.justice.gov/eoir/statistics-and-reports. 

15. Plaintiff has received no “release” or “production” of records responsive to the 

FOIA request of USCIS for records on Juan Hurtado-Valencia she submitted on August 24, 2019.  

Stevens Decl. ¶¶49-55. 

 

Response: Dispute.  USCIS released 222 pages in full and 64 pages in part in response 

to this request, on June 24, 2021.  Def. Ex. C (Munita Decl.) ¶¶ 21-24.  And Stevens does not even 

dispute that USCIS sent her the production.  Pl. Resp. to DSOF ¶ 53.  Rather, she complains that 

she was not able to access the production because it was password-protected.  Id.  But USCIS 

provided the password to her counsel by email the very next day on June 25, 2021.  Def. Ex. I 

(June 25, 2021 Hartzler email) (“The production is password-protected, and the password is . . .”). 
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16. Plaintiff has received no production from the State Department pertaining to the 

FOIA request underlying this litigation.  Stevens Decl¶¶87-89. 

 

Response: Dispute.  The State Department emailed its production to both Stevens and 

her counsel on September 7, 2021.  Def. Ex. J (Sept. 7, 2021 State email). 

17. Plaintiff has received no “determination” or a “release” of documents in response 

to the FOIA request of USCIS for records on Lorenzo Palma she submitted on 11 August 2020.  

Stevens Decl¶¶57-67. 

 

Response:  Admit that Stevens has declared that she never “received” the production, 

but dispute that USCIS did not provide it.  USCIS emailed Stevens on April 14, 2021, notifying 

her that the Lorenzo Palma records were available to download.  Def. Ex. C (Munita Decl.) ¶ 28.    

      Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN R. LAUSCH, Jr. 

United States Attorney 

 

By: s/ Alex Hartzler              

ALEX HARTZLER  

Assistant United States Attorney 

219 South Dearborn Street 

Chicago, Illinois 60604 

(312) 886-1390 

alex.hartzler@usdoj.gov 
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  Office of Information Governance and Privacy 
 
                                                                                                                                                    U.S. Department of Homeland Security 

500 12th St., SW 
Washington, D.C. 20536 

 
 
 

 

www ice.gov 
 

 
 
January 7, 2022 

 
Jacqueline Stevens 
601 University Place, Second Floor 
Northwestern University 
Evanston, IL 60208 
 
RE: Jacqueline Stevens v. ICE et al., 1:21-cv-02232 

ICE FOIA Case Number 2021-ICLI-00042 
Final Response 

         
Dear Ms. Stevens: 
 
This letter is the final response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests to U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), dated March 15, 2017, and March 22, 2021. You 
have requested: 
 

1.) All system records pertaining to Manuel Valdez Soto. His alien number is 036-661-024.  
He was born in Mexico on October 12, 1967. 

 
This request includes but is not limited to all memoranda, notes, reports, email messages and all 
other system records or communications associated with or pertaining to Mr. Valdez generated 
or received by EOIR. 
 
This also includes the record of proceedings for his immigration hearing(s), as well as any digital 
or audio recordings of his hearing(s). 
 
And I am requesting all docketing information for Mr. Valez's hearings maintained in the EOIR 
case locator system. 
 

2.) (a)  All information received from contractors informing FOIA operation Requests for 
Information, Requests for Proposals, and all current work performed.  If a contractor is 
trying to justify a renewal, extension, or addition to an existing contract, all of these 
communications in any form are responsive to this request.  This includes device text 
messages, information stored in the cloud, email, notes, and communications responsive 
to current or past contracts, such as documentation of expenditures on subcontracts, 
infrastructure, or software outlays. 
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(b)  Information on FOIA operations and expenditures on which the report relies for its 
representations in ICE budgets about its use of financial resources, including but not limited to 
salaries, contracts, and database investments.  All related communications tied to these budget 
requests based on FOIA operations are responsive to this request. 
 
(c)  Screenshots of all databases on which ICE relies for its fiscal year budget requests for 
funding FOIA operations. 
 
The time frame of this request is January 1, 2016, through the present. 
 
ICE has considered your request under the FOIA, 5 U.S.C. § 552.  A search of the ICE Offices of 
Enforcement and Removal Operations (ERO), Office of Acquisitions (OAQ) and, the ICE FOIA 
Office located records that were responsive to your request.  For this production ICE reviewed 
65 pages and 2 Excel spreadsheets of potentially responsive records.  Of those 65 pages, ICE 
determined that 21 pages were deemed non-responsive and/or duplicate and, 29 pages will be 
released in full. The remaining 15 pages and the 2 Excel spreadsheets will be withheld in part 
pursuant to FOIA Exemptions (b)(4), (b)(6), (b)(7)(c) and (b)(7)(e) as described below. 
 
FOIA Exemption 4 protects trade secrets and commercial or financial information obtained 
from a person that is privileged or confidential.  The courts have held that this subsection 
protects (a) confidential commercial information, the disclosure of which is likely to cause 
substantial harm to the competitive position of the person who submitted the information and (b) 
information that was voluntarily submitted to the government if it is the kind of information that 
the provider would not customarily make available to the public.  I have reviewed the responsive 
documents, the submitter’s objections to release, and relevant case law, and I have determined 
that portions of the responsive records are exempt from disclosure under subsection (b)(4) of the 
FOIA and must be withheld in order to protect the submitter’s proprietary interests. 
 
FOIA Exemption (b)(6) exempts from disclosure personnel or medical files and similar files the 
release of which would cause a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.  This requires a 
balancing of the public’s right to disclosure against the individual’s right to privacy.  The privacy 
interests of the individuals in the records you have requested outweigh any minimal public 
interest in disclosure of the information.  Any private interest you may have in that information 
does not factor into the aforementioned balancing test. 
 
FOIA Exemption (b)(7)(C) protects records or information compiled for law enforcement 
purposes that could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal 
privacy.  This exemption takes particular note of the strong interests of individuals, whether they 
are suspects, witnesses, or investigators, in not being unwarrantably associated with alleged 
criminal activity.  That interest extends to persons who are not only the subjects of the 
investigation, but those who may have their privacy invaded by having their identities and 
information about them revealed in connection with an investigation.  Based upon the traditional 
recognition of strong privacy interest in law enforcement records, categorical withholding of 
information that identifies third parties in law enforcement records is ordinarily appropriate.  As 
such, I have determined that the privacy interest in the identities of individuals in the records you 
have requested clearly outweigh any minimal public interest in disclosure of the information.  
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Please note that any private interest you may have in that information does not factor into this 
determination. 
 
ICE has applied FOIA Exemption 7(E) to protect from disclosure internal agency law enforcement 
case numbers contained within the document, internal codes used to identify folders in an internal 
ICE task management system, law enforcement database category codes, and law enforcement 
techniques. 
 
FOIA Exemption 7(E) protects records compiled for law enforcement purposes, the release of 
which would disclose techniques and/or procedures for law enforcement investigations or 
prosecutions or would disclose guidelines for law enforcement investigations or prosecutions if 
such disclosure could reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law.  The disclosure of 
certain law enforcement sensitive information contained within the responsive records could 
reasonably be expected to risk circumvention of the law.  Additionally, the techniques and 
procedures at issue are not well known to the public. 
 
If you have any questions about this letter, please contact U.S. Attorney for the District of 
Columbia, Alex Hartzler at (312) 866-1390 or alex.hartzler@usdoj.gov. 
 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
       Korrina L. Stewart 
                                                                                    Litigation Team Supervisor 
 
Enclosure(s): 44 pages/2 Excel Spreadsheets 
 
cc: 
Alex Hartzler 
U.S. Attorney’s Office 
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From: Hartzler, Alex (USAILN)
To: Nicolette Glazer
Subject: Stevens v. ICE, et al, 21 C 2232 (N.D. Ill.) - USCIS June 25, 2021 production
Date: Friday, June 25, 2021 11:48:00 AM
Attachments: USCIS 2021-06-24 production letter (re Hurtado Valencia).pdf

Nicolette,
 
In Stevens v. ICE, et al, 21 C 2232 (N.D. Ill.), attached is a cover letter regarding USCIS’s production in
response to plaintiff’s request for records relating to Juan Hurtado-Valencia.
 
I am going to send the production in a separate email. The production is password-protected, and
the password is:
 
Alex Hartzler
Assistant United States Attorney
Northern District of Illinois
219 South Dearborn Street, Fifth Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60604
(312) 886-1390
alex.hartzler@usdoj.gov
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From: FOIA Litigation
To: Jacqueline-stevens@northwestern.edu
Cc: Hartzler, Alex (USAILN); nicolette@glazerandglazer.com
Subject: FL-2021-00443 September 2021 Production
Date: Tuesday, September 7, 2021 4:45:56 PM
Attachments: FL-2021-00443 September 2021 Production.pdf

Dear Ms. Stevens,
 
Attached, please find the September 2021 production for FOIA case number FL-2021-00443, civil
action number 21-cv-02232.  This mailbox is not monitored for replies; if you have any questions,
please contact Assistant United States Attorney Alex Hartzler at Alex.Hartzler@usdoj.gov or (312)
886-1390.  Thank you.
 
Best regards,
 
FOIA Litigation and Appeals
Office of Information Programs and Services
A/GIS/IPS/PP/LA
U.S. Department of State
 
 

SBU - LEGAL
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The Freedom of Information Act (5 USC 552) 

 

FOIA Exemptions 
 

(b)(1) Information specifically authorized by an executive order to be kept secret in the interest of 

national defense or foreign policy.  Executive Order 13526 includes the following 

classification categories: 

  

   1.4(a)  Military plans, systems, or operations 

   1.4(b)  Foreign government information 

   1.4(c)  Intelligence activities, sources or methods, or cryptology 

   1.4(d)  Foreign relations or foreign activities of the US, including confidential sources 

   1.4(e)  Scientific, technological, or economic matters relating to national security,  

              including defense against transnational terrorism 

  1.4(f)  U.S. Government  programs for safeguarding nuclear materials or facilities 

   1.4(g)  Vulnerabilities or capabilities of systems, installations, infrastructures, projects, 

               plans, or protection services relating to US national security, including defense 

               against transnational terrorism 

   1.4(h)  Weapons of mass destruction 

  

(b)(2) Related solely to the internal personnel rules and practices of an agency 

  

(b)(3) Specifically exempted from disclosure by statute (other than 5 USC 552), for example: 

 

 ARMSEXP                     Arms Export Control Act, 50a USC 2411(c) 

CIA PERS/ORG            Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949, 50 USC 403(g) 

EXPORT CONTROL    Export Administration Act of 1979, 50 USC App. Sec. 2411(c) 

FS ACT                          Foreign Service Act of 1980, 22 USC 4004 

INA Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 USC 1202(f), Sec. 222(f) 

IRAN   Iran Claims Settlement Act, Public Law 99-99, Sec. 505 
 

   

(b)(4) Trade secrets and confidential commercial or financial information 

  

(b)(5) Interagency or intra-agency communications forming part of the deliberative process, 

attorney-client privilege, or attorney work product 

  

(b)(6) Personal privacy information  

  

(b)(7) Law enforcement information whose disclosure would: 

   (A)  interfere with enforcement proceedings 

   (B)  deprive a person of a fair trial 

   (C)  constitute an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy 

   (D)  disclose confidential sources 

   (E)  disclose investigation techniques 

   (F)  endanger life or physical safety of an individual 

 

(b)(8) Prepared by or for a government agency regulating or supervising financial institutions 

 

(b)(9) 

 

Geological and geophysical information and data, including maps, concerning wells 

 

Other Grounds for Withholding 

 

NR Material not responsive to a FOIA request excised with the agreement of the requester  
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Document Type Disposition/Exemptions Cited Content and Justification for withholding Row Count Relevant 
Paragraph

Spreadsheet (b)(5) - DPP
(b)(6) - personal privacy

Citizenship Adjournments - Bond Records for Cit 
Adjournments. The free form data contained in the 
"STRBONDNOTES" or String Bond Notes column can be 
singularly unique for every single free form field and the 
CASE user may input pre-decisional/deliberative notes 
and/or PII at his or her discretion. 

(b)(5)This exemption protects withholding of information 
under the deliberative process privilege, including the pre-
decisional notes.  These notes are entered by court staff  
for the deliberative process and final determination of the 
bond.  
(b)(6) This exemption protects certain individuals from 
unwarranted invasions of personal privacy. The information 
withheld under this exemption is related to Alien names, 
Alien numbers, phone numbers and information of third 
parties.

2542 Para.1

Spreadsheet (b)(5) - DPP
(b)(6) - personal privacy

Terminations - Bond Records for Termination Redacted.  
The free form data contained in the "STRBONDNOTES" or 
String Bond Notes column can be singularly unique for 
every single free form field and the CASE user may input 
pre-decisional/deliberative notes and/or PII at his or her 
discretion. 

(b)(5) same as row 2
(b)(6) same as row 2

37990 Para.2
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Spreadsheet (b)(6) - personal privacy Supplemental- Citizenship Adjournments - Bond Records.  
The free form data contained in the "STRBONDNOTES" or 
String Bond Notes column can be singularly unique for 
every single free form field and the CASE user may input 
pre-decisional/deliberative notes and/or PII at his or her 
discretion. 

(b)(6) This exemption protects certain individuals from 
unwarranted invasions of personal privacy.  The 
information withheld under this exemption is related to a 
third party.

2542 Para.1

Spreadsheet (b)(5) - DPP
(b)(6) - personal privacy

Supplemental- Terminations - Bond Records.  The free 
form data contained in the "STRBONDNOTES" or String 
Bond Notes column can be singularly unique for every 
single free form field and the CASE user may input pre-
decisional/deliberative notes and/or PII at his or her 
discretion. 

(b)(5) same as row 2
(b)(6) same as row 2

37990 Para.2
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