
 

 

 
April 26, 2017 
  
Office of the General Counsel (024)  
Department of Veterans Affairs 
810 Vermont Avenue, N.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20420 

Via certified mail  

 
Re: Administrative Appeal of FOIA Request No.: 17-04031-F 
 
Dear Office of General Counsel, 
 

On behalf of the White Coat Waste Project and pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA), 5 U.S.C. § 552(a)(6), and 38 C.F.R. § 1.559, this letter constitutes an administrative appeal 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs’ (VA) decision to withhold information responsive to White 
Coat Waste Project’s January 10, 2017 request for a census of dogs held in the McGuire VAMC 
laboratories, photographs and videos of those dogs, and the Institutional Animal Care and Use 
Committee (IACUC)-approved research protocols to which those dogs are assigned (FOIA Request 
No.: 17-04031-F).  

In response to this request, on March 1, 2017, the VA produced: 
 

• Documents reflecting the record of disposition of dogs and cats at the facility, with the 
names and address of the dog vendors, the vendors’ dealer license numbers, commercial 
delivery company, and truck driver, the title of person who received the shipment, the ORD 
number, and customer PO number all redacted pursuant to Exemption 6. The agency also 
redacted the address of the McGuire Research Center pursuant to Exemption 7(F).  
 

• Animal research protocols with a plethora of information redacted pursuant to Exemption 
6, including, inter alia, “the full name of the principal investigator, protocol title, funding 
source, the name of the company providing the device, publication reference that includes 
the Principal Investigators name, name of the company providing a programmer, names of 
all research personnel involved with the study, name of vendor, details pertaining to the 
experience of research personnel and dates in which they have been involved in animal 
research, name of veterinarian, name of institutional affiliation of veterinarian, phone 
number of the veterinarian, date of consultation, name of PI’s staff and contact 
information.” The agency also redacted certain location information of the McGuire 
Research Center pursuant to Exemption 7(F) and certain confidential commercial 
information that resulted from a Cooperative Research and Development Agreement 
(CRDA) pursuant to Exemption 3.  

 
See Agency’s March 1, 2017 cover letter, attached hereto as Exhibit A.  
 

With regard to the requests for photographs and videos of the dogs, the agency replied that 
“the Richmond VA Medical Center does not have records responsive to this portion of your 
request.” 
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Virtually all of the agency’s Exemption 6 redactions are improper. White Coat Waste Project 
hereby appeals the agency’s overbroad Exemption 6 assertions.  
 

McGuire VAMC’s Botched Dog Experiments Led to Internal Investigation and Generated 
Significant Press Coverage 

 
Just last month, White Coat Waste Project helped to expose significant wrongdoing at the 

Hunter Holmes McGuire VA Medical Center (McGuire VAMC). Using documents obtained 
through FOIA, White Coat Waste Project showed that McGuire VAMC’s own IACUC found that 
researchers at the facility failed to comply with federal humane care regulations under the Animal 
Welfare Act (AWA), resulting in the deaths of three dogs during experiments in 2016. One report 
even found that a McGuire VAMC researcher showed “reckless behavior” and “lack of foresight” 
after cutting open a dog’s lung during a heart surgery. The IACUC warned McGuire VAMC that 
future AWA violations could result in suspension or terminations of animal protocols at the facility.  

The principal investigator on these botched dog experiments was physician Alan Tan. Dr. 
Tan’s reckless behavior reportedly led to the revocation of his authorization to continue 
experimenting on dogs. All indications are that Dr. Tan continues to be associated with the McGuire 
VAMC.    

White Coat Waste Project also exposed documents revealing the McGuire VAMC reported 
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture using zero dogs in experiments in 2016, despite the facility’s 
IACUC finding AWA violations that year, suggesting the VA misrepresented the number of dogs 
and the extent of its experiments on dogs in it reporting.  

On March 21, 2017, White Coat Waste Project compiled this information and requested 
the VA’s Office of Inspector General investigate the agency’s animal testing program. In response, 
the VA issued a press release touting its medical research and record. 

At a March 22, 2017, VA Appropriations Subcommittee Hearing, Georgia Congressman 
Sanford Bishop questioned VA Inspector General Michael Missal about whether his office intended 
to investigate the botched dog experiments at the McGuire VAMC. Inspector General Missal stated 
that he was still reviewing the letter.  

On March 31, 2017, Florida Congressman Vern Buchanan joined White Coat Waste 
Project’s call, writing a letter to VA Inspector General Missal calling for an investigation into the 
botched experiments at McGuire VAMC, stating that the experiments were “disturbing,” and 
expressing “concern[] about the lack of transparency surrounding these experiments.” 
  

By April 10, 2017, the VA’s Office of Inspector General confirmed that it opened an 
investigation into the botched dog experiments at McGuire VAMC.   

This controversy generated significant media and public interest. In addition to multiple 
pieces on televised news broadcasts, the following print and online publications covered the story: 
Leo Shane III, Animal rights group accuses VA of using dogs in questionable experiments, Military 
Times, March 21, 2017, available at: http://www.militarytimes.com/articles/va-medical-
experiments-dogs-wcw; Nikki Wentling, Animal rights group calls for investigation of VA research 
facility, Stars and Stripes, March 24, 2017, available at: https://www.stripes.com/animal-rights-
group-calls-for-investigation-of-va-research-facility-1.460495; Jonah Bennett, VA Doc Still Active 
At Facility After Being Banned From Surgery On Dogs, The Daily Caller, March 28, 2017, available 
at: http://dailycaller.com/2017/03/28/exclusive-va-doc-still-active-at-facility-after-being-banned-
from-surgery-on-dogs/; Jonah Bennett, GOP Rep Wants Investigation Into Shocking VA Dog 
Animal Experiments Gone Horribly Wrong, The Daily Caller, April 2, 2017, available at: 
http://dailycaller.com/2017/04/02/gop-rep-wants-investigation-into-shocking-va-dog-animal-
experiments-gone-horribly-wrong/; Eric Garcia, Buchanan Wants Investigation into VA Dog 
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Experiments, Roll Call, April 4, 2017, available at: 
http://www.rollcall.com/news/politics/buchanan-calls-for-investigation-into-v-a-testing-on-dogs; 
Jonah Bennett, VA Inspector General Opens Investigation Into Botched Dog Surgeries At McGuire 
Medical Center, The Daily Caller, April 2, 2017, available at: 
http://dailycaller.com/2017/04/10/va-inspector-general-opens-investigation-into-botched-dog-
surgeries-at-mcguire-medical-center/. 
 
The Applicable Standards for Withholding Information Pursuant to Exemption 6 
 

Exemption 6 shields from disclosure “personnel and medical files and similar files the 
disclosure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy.” 5 U.S.C. 
§ 552(b)(6). “[T]he primary concern of Congress in drafting Exemption 6 was to provide for the 
confidentiality of personal matters.” Dep’t of Air Force v. Rose, 425 U.S. 352, 375 n.14 (1976). 
The “presumption favoring disclosure . . . is at its zenith under Exemption 6.” Nat’l Ass’n of Home 
Builders v. Norton, 309 F.3d 26, 37 (D.C. Cir. 2002); see also Wash. Post Co. v. U.S. Dep’t of 
Health & Human Servs., 690 F.2d 252, 261 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (under Exemption 6, the presumption 
in favor of disclosure is as strong as can be found anywhere in the FOIA). To prevail under 
Exemption 6, the agency must establish that the invasion of privacy would be “clearly 
unwarranted”—i.e., an agency cannot withhold information based on a “mere possibilit[y]” that 
an individual’s privacy will be invaded. See Rose, 425 U.S. at 380 n.19 (“The legislative history is 
clear that Exemption 6 was directed at threats to privacy interest more palpable than mere 
possibilities.”). 

In order to determine whether Exemption 6 protects against disclosure, courts require that 
agencies engage in the following four-step analysis: First, the agency must show that the records 
qualify as “personnel,” “medical,” or “similar files.” See Multi Ag Media LLC v. Dept. of 
Agriculture, 515 F.3d 1224, 1228 (D.C. Cir. 2008). Second, the agency must determine whether 
there is a significant privacy interest in the requested information. Id. at 1229. Third, the agency 
must evaluate the public interest in disclosure. NARA v. Favish, 541 U.S. 157, 172 (2004). Fourth, 
if there is a both significant privacy interest in non-disclosure and a FOIA public interest in 
disclosure, the agency must balance those competing interests to determine whether disclosure 
would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. Id. Each of these steps is 
dependent on the prior step being satisfied; if the agency fails its burden at any one of these steps, 
it is improper for the agency to withhold information pursuant to Exemption 6.  

Here, the agency cannot demonstrate that Exemption 6 applies to the vast majority of its 
Exemption 6 redactions. 
 
I. Many of the Agency’s Exemption 6 Redactions to the Current Census Are Improper  
 

In documents reflecting the current census of dogs (document numbers 001-005), the agency 
redacted the names and address of the dog vendors, the vendors’ dealer license numbers, commercial 
delivery company, and truck driver, the title of person who received the shipment, the ORD number, 
and customer PO number pursuant to Exemption 6. 
 Exemption 6 protects certain information about individuals. “[C]orporations, businesses 
and partnerships have no privacy interest whatsoever under Exemption 6.” Wash. Post Co. v. De’t 
of Agric., 943 F. Supp. 31, 37 n.6 (1996); see also FCC v. AT&T, Inc., 562 U.S. 397, 403  (2011) 
(finding that in common usage the term “‘[p]ersonal’ ordinarily refers to individuals” and that the 
word is not used to “refer[] to corporations or other artificial entities”); see also Sims v. CIA, 642 
F.2d 562, 572 n.47 (D.C. Cir. 1980) (“Exemption 6 is applicable only to individuals.”); Nat'l Parks 
& Conservation Ass’n v. Kleppe, 547 F.2d 673, 686 n.44 (D.C. Cir. 1976) (“The sixth exemption 
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has not been extended to protect the privacy interests of businesses or corporations.”). Furthermore, 
courts have frequently held that withholding information about an individual’s business or 
professional activities pursuant to Exemption 6 is improper because such information does not 
involve a significant intrusion on a cognizable privacy interest. See, e.g., Wash. Post Co. v. Dep’t of 
Health & Human Servs., 690 F.2d 252, 261-62 (D.C. Cir. 1982); Sims v. CIA, 642 F.2D 562, 575 
(D.C. Cir. 1980) (“Exemption 6 was developed to protect intimate details of personal and family 
life, not business judgments and relationships.”).  
 For this reason alone, the agency’s redactions related to the identity of the dog vendors, 
vendors’ dealer license numbers, commercial delivery companies, ORD numbers, and customer PO 
numbers are improper under Exemption 6. Information related to the title of the person who 
received the shipment and the truck driver are also unlikely to meet the threshold inquiry of being 
a personnel, medical, or similar file, but even if they did, that information would almost certainly 
fail the subsequent prongs of the Exemption 6 inquiry.  
 White Coat Waste Project is aware from other FOIA requests and productions—where 
agencies regularly provide the names of dog breeders without any exemptions asserted—that federal 
facilities typically obtain dogs from large commercial dealers, including Covance Research Products, 
Inc. and Oak Hill Genetics, LLC. Covance Research Product itself boasts over two billion dollars 
in annual revenue and thousands of employees. The identity of these commercial dog vendors is not 
a matter of personal privacy protected by FOIA.  
 Without conceding that any of the Exemption 6 redactions to the census of dogs are proper, 
in the interest of narrowing this appeal and expediting production, White Coat Waste Project 
administratively appeals only those redactions related to the names and addresses of the dog vendors 
and the vendor’s dealer license numbers. 
 
II. Most of the Agency’s Exemption 6 Redactions to the Research Protocols Are Improper 
 

In the research protocols (document numbers 006-288), the agency redacted, among other 
things, the full name of the principal investigator, protocol title, funding source, names of the 
companies providing medical devices, publication reference that includes the Principal Investigators’ 
names, name of the company providing a programmer, names of all research personnel involved 
with the study, name of vendor, details pertaining to the experience of research personnel and dates 
in which they have been involved in animal research, name of veterinarian, name of institutional 
affiliation of veterinarian, phone number of the veterinarian, date of consultation, and names of 
PI’s staff and contact information. 
 While White Coat Waste Project has significant doubts about the propriety of all of these 
redactions, in the interest of narrowing this appeal and expediting production, White Coat Waste 
Project administratively appeals those redactions related to 1) the identity of the Principal 
Investigators (name and publication reference); 2) protocol titles; 3) funding sources; and 4) the 
names of the companies providing devices.  
 

A. The Exemption 6 Redactions of the Identity of Principal Investigators Are Improper 
 

1. The Identity of Principal Investigators Are Not “Personnel,” “Medical,” or “Similar 
Files” 

 
As a general rule, the names of public servants who are not involved in law enforcement or 

national security positions are not “personnel,” “medical,” or “similar files” as defined by 
Exemption 6. See, e.g., Aguirre v. SEC, 551 F. Supp. 2d 33, 54 (D.D.C. 2008) (“Correspondence 
does not become personal solely because it identifies government employees.”); Leadership 
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Conference on Civil Rights v. Gonzales, 404 F. Supp. 2d 246, 257 (D.D.C. 2005) (names of Justice 
Department paralegals are not “similar to a ‘personnel’ or ‘medical’ file”); Gordon v. FBI, 390 F. 
Supp. 2d 897, 902 (N.D. Cal. 2004) (names of agency employees are not personal information 
pursuant to Exemption 6 threshold). This presumption is even enshrined in an Office of Personnel 
Management regulation. See 5 C.F.R. § 293.311 (specifying that certain information contained in 
federal employee personnel files, including an employee’s name, is generally available to public); 
Nat’l W. Life Ins. v. United States, 512 F. Supp. 454, 461 (N.D. Tex. 1980) (discerning no 
expectation of privacy in names and duty stations of Postal Service employees); FOIA Update, Vol. 
III, No. 4 (“Privacy Protection Considerations”) (1982) (detailing that names, titles, and salaries 
are not protected by Exemption 6, while information including place and date of birth; age, marital 
status, home address and telephone number, and military service number and Social Security 
numbers are protected).  
 Those cases that have found that identities of federal employees are protected under 
Exemption 6 almost exclusively involve employees in law enforcement, national security, or military 
positions. See, e.g., Long v. OPM, 692 F.3d 185, 194 (2d Cir. 2012) (names and duty-station 
information for over 800,000 federal employees in five sensitive agencies and twenty-four sensitive 
occupations, including, inter alia, correctional officer, U.S. Marshal, nuclear materials courier, 
internal revenue agent, game law enforcement, immigration inspection, customs and border 
interdiction, and border protection, protected pursuant to Exemption 6); Lahr v. NTSB, 569 F.3d 
964, 977 (9th Cir. 2009) (FBI agents have cognizable privacy interest in withholding their names); 
Amnesty Int’l USA v. CIA, 728 F. Supp. 2d 479, 523 (S.D.N.Y. 2010) (names of Defense 
Department personnel subject to Exemption 6).  
 The principal investigators on McGuire VAMC’s dog experiments are not involved in law 
enforcement, national security, or the military. They are run-of-the-mill federal employees. Their 
identities are not protected “personnel,” “medical,” or “similar files,” and the agency is improperly 
withholding their names pursuant to Exemption 6.  
 

2. Principal Investigators Have No Significant Privacy Interest in Their Identities 
 

Even if the principal investigator’s identities did constitute “personnel,” “medical,” or 
“similar files,” the Exemption 6 redactions of their names would still be improper because the 
investigators do not have a significant privacy interest in their identities.  

Exemption 6 requires the agency to demonstrate that the disclosure of the information that 
meets the threshold requirement of being personnel, medical, or similar files to still show that 
disclosure “would compromise a substantial, as opposed to de minimis, privacy interest,” because 
“[i]f no significant privacy interest is implicated . . . FOIA demands disclosure.” Multi Ag Media 
LLC v. Dept. of Agriculture, 515 F.3d 1224, 1229-30 (quotations and citation omitted).  
 The names of principal investigators in federal medical research are commonly disclosed. 
The National Institute of Health’s (NIH) publicly-accessible Research Portfolio Online Reporting 
Tools (RePORTER) database lists the names of the principal investigator on every project in the 
database, and even allows searching by the name of the principal investigator. See 
https://projectreporter.nih.gov/reporter.cfm. NIH publicly acknowledges that it does not withhold 
the identities of researchers because their identities are already widely disclosed.  See International 
Animal Research Regulations: Impact on Neuroscience Research: Workshop Summary, available at 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK100123/ (“The NIH releases names of researchers 
because that information is already public in the RePORTER database”). 
 In fact, researchers at McGuire VAMC themselves regularly attach their names to 
publications detailing their invasive dog research at the facility. See, e.g., Impact of Ventricular 
Ectopic Burden in a Premature Ventricular Contraction-induced Cardiomyopathy Animal Model, 
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Heart Rhythm, 2016 Mar; 13(3): 755-761 (identifying six researchers at McGuire VAMC); JPH-2 
Interacts with Cai-Handling Proteins and Ion Channels in Dyads: Contribution to Premature 
Ventricular Contraction-Induced Cardiomyopathy, Heart Rhythm, 2016 Mar; 13(3): 743-752 
(identifying three researchers at McGuire VAMC); Abnormal Left Ventricular Mechanics of 
Ventricular Ectopic Beats: Insights into Origin and Coupling Interval in Premature Ventricular 
Contraction-Induced Cardiomyopathy, Circ Arrhythm Electrophysiol, 2015 Oct; 8(5): 1194–1200 
(identifying four researchers at McGuire VAMC); Cellular Mechanism of Premature Ventricular 
Contraction-Induced Cardiomyopathy, Heart Rhythm, 2014 Nov; 11(11): 2064–2072 (identifying 
three researchers at McGuire VAMC). 
 Prior public disclosure of this nature frequently defeats any alleged privacy interest. See, e.g., 
Nation Magazine v. Customs Serv., 71 F.3d 885, 896 (D.C. Cir. 1995); Detroit Free Press v. Dep’t 
of Justice, 73 F.3d 93, 96-97 (6th Cir. 1996); Steinberg v. Dep’t of Justice, 179 F.R.D. 366, 371 
(D.D.C. 1998).  
 Given the routine disclosure of the identities of the principal investigators generally, and of 
McGuire VAMC’s investigators in particular, any alleged privacy interest in the investigators’ 
identities is, at most, de minimus.  
 

3. Significant Public Interest Exists in the Names of the Principal Investigators 
 
 As White Coat Waste Project’s recent exposé demonstrates, there is significant public 
interest in the identity of the principal investigators in McGuire VAMC’s dog experiments. The 
extensive media coverage of McGuire VAMC’s botched experiments, which are now the subject to 
an investigation by the agency’s Inspector General, show that the public is interested in this issue. 
And numerous articles expressed interest in Dr. Alex Tan himself, including that he was the 
investigator in each of the botched studies, that he has supposedly been prohibited from conducting 
further animal research, and that he appears to be still actively affiliated with McGuire VAMC. See, 
e.g., Jonah Bennett, VA Doc Still Active At Facility After Being Banned From Surgery On Dogs, The 
Daily Caller, March 28, 2017, available at: http://dailycaller.com/2017/03/28/exclusive-va-doc-still-
active-at-facility-after-being-banned-from-surgery-on-dogs/.  
 

4. The Significant Public Interest Outweighs Any Privacy Interest in the Identities of 
the Principal Investigators  

 
Even if the agency could arguably establish a “substantial” privacy interest in protecting the 

identities of the principal investigators, it still would not end the inquiry: “it only moves it along to 
the point where we can ‘address the question whether the public interest in disclosure outweighs 
the individual privacy concerns.’” See Multi Ag Media, 515 F.3d at 1229-30 (quoting Nat’l Ass’n 
of Home Builders, 309 F.3d at 35). This balancing inquiry “evaluates the amount and kind of 
personal information that disclosure would reveal.” Dobronski v. F.C.C., 17 F.3d 275, 279 (9th 
Cir. 1994).  

The information at issue here is the identity of the principal investigators in taxpayer- funded 
experimentation on dogs. Properly disclosing this information will allow the public to track future 
compliance or noncompliance by each principal investigator to establish the types of patterns of 
abuse and taxpayer waste that has garnered the attention of the public, the media, Congress people, 
and the agency’s own Inspector General. Given the cavalier way in which such information is 
regularly disclosed to the public, it cannot outweigh the strong public interest in this information. 
And it cannot be that the agency or investigators regularly disclose the names of investigators in 
published research when they seek publicity for this research, but claim privacy in their identities in 
relation to potentially-botched experiments.  
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As the courts have noted, the public interest in disclosure weighs particularly heavily in  
situations where the requester seeks information about the propriety of government funded 
activities occurring at governmental institutions by individuals associated with those taxpayer- 
supported activities—in contrast to situations in which personal information about private citizens 
is included by happenstance in government files because of conduct unrelated to the FOIA request 
about the agency’s performance of a public act. See, e.g., Electronic Frontier Foundation v. Office 
of the Director of Nat’l Intelligence, 639 F.3d 876, 888 (9th Cir. 2010) (district court correctly 
found “that lobbyists’ privacy interests in the nature of their employment, should not 
counterbalance the public’s strong interest;” noting that “this is not a situation where he is a third-
party who finds himself in government records through no action of his own”).  

Here, White Coat Waste Project seeks information about the identity of publicly paid or 
supported principal investigators in government-funded dog experiments at an the agency’s own 
institution. None of the requested information concerns information typically protected by 
Exemption 6. For this reason, revealing the identities of the principal investigators does not 
constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy, and withholding their names is 
improper under Exemption 6.  
 

B. The Exemption 6 Redactions of the Protocol Titles Are Improper 
 
 The agency appears to withhold the titles of the protocol on the basis that the titles 
themselves including the names of the principle investigators. For all the reasons outlined above, 
the names of the investigators themselves are improperly withheld under Exemption 6, and for those 
reasons their names within the protocol titles are also improperly withheld.  
 But even if the principal investigators’ names were properly withheld under Exemption 6, it 
still would not justify the agency withholding the entirety of the protocol titles under that 
Exemption. The statute requires that “any reasonably segregable portion of a record” must be 
released “after deletion of the portions which are exempt[.]” 5 U.S.C. § 552(b) (sentence 
immediately following exemptions); see also Attorney General Holder’s Memorandum for Heads 
of Executive Departments and Agencies Concerning the Freedom of Information Act, 74 Fed. Reg. 
51879 (Oct. 8, 2009) (reminding agencies to “be mindful that the FOIA requires them to take 
reasonable steps to segregate and release nonexempt information” and encouraging disclosure of 
portions of records that “may be covered [by a statutory exemption] only in a technical sense 
unrelated to the actual impact of disclosure”). 
 This segregation mandate requires the agency to, at the very minimum, produce those 
portions of the protocol titles that do not include the identity of the principal investigators.  
 

C. The Exemption 6 Redactions of the Funding Sources Are Improper 
 
 The source of funding for McGuire VAMC’s dog experiments is not a personnel, medical, 
or similar file, and is improperly withheld under Exemption 6. 
 The agency’s research protocol forms lists six sources or types of sources of funding: (1) the 
VA; (2) the U.S. Public Health Service (e.g., NIH); (3) a private or charitable foundation; (4) 
University Intramural Funds; (5) a private company; or (6) other source. In its production, the 
agency redacts the name of one private or charitable foundation in one protocol, redacts the “other” 
source in another protocol, and redacts the entirety of the check-box to withhold even the course 
type of funding in a third.  

None of these redactions are proper. As laid out in detail above, Exemption 6 exists to 
protect the personal privacy of individuals. “[C]orporations, businesses and partnerships have no 
privacy interest whatsoever under Exemption 6.” Wash. Post Co., 943 F. Supp. t 37 n.6; see also 
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AT&T, 562 U.S. at 403 (“‘[p]ersonal’ ordinarily refers to individuals” and that the word is not used 
to “refer[] to corporations or other artificial entities”); Sims, 642 F.2d at 572 n.47 (“Exemption 6 
is applicable only to individuals.”). 

Neither the type nor source of this funding involves any private individual. These are 
components of the federal executive, private companies or foundations, or universities. Even if an 
“other” source was an individual—which it is almost certainly not—the mere identity of an 
individual who provides funding for a federal agency to perform experiments on dogs would not be 
properly withheld under Exemption 6 for the same reasons as detailed above regarding the identity 
of the investigators. 

The agency is required to disclose the source of the funding for the McGuire VAMC’s dog 
research.  
 
 

D. The Exemption 6 Redactions of the Names of Companies Providing Devices Are Improper  
 
 The agency is also improperly withholding the names of the companies that provide devices 
connected to this pursuant to Exemption 6. As detailed above, corporations do not have personal 
privacy interests under Exemption 6, and that applies with even more force to companies in the 
multimillion dollar medical device field. The agency must provide the names of the companies.  
 
* * * 
 

The vast majority of the agency’s Exemption 6 withholdings are wholly improper. However, 
in an effort to streamline this appeal and expedite production, White Coast Waste Project has 
limited this administrative appeal as outlined above. I trust the agency will produce the 
aforementioned documents and provide the information sought in this appeal within 20 business 
days of receipt of this appeal. See 5 U.S.C.A. § 552(6)(A)(ii). Thank you. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Matthew Strugar 
Law Office of Matthew Strugar 

 


