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Comparing two versions of the OIG report on STELLARWIND.

Recently the New York Times was able to FOIA additional portions of the Inspector General's report on 
STELLARWIND, in the process revealing additional evidence regarding the program's questionable 
legality, more information regarding what type of information was collected, and the standards for so 
doing. 

In addition to what is in the article, here are some items to note:

• (Pg 21) The “probable cause” standard demanded by the 1st amendment becomes “based on the 
factual and practical considerations of every day life on which reasonable and prudent persons 
act, there are reasonable grounds to believe...” This is not simply a flowery rewording, it is 
weakening of the standards of evidence.

•  (Pg 54 & 480) That the President's authority “displaces provisions of law.” Literally a revival 
of the discredited Nixonian “If the President does it, it's not illegal.”

These have been noted before, but it is worth pointing them out again.

Still remaining: the names of the people affected by this program. There are literally people who have 
gone to jail based on evidence that neither they nor their attorneys ever saw. Pages 76 thru 78 covers 
some of that, as do pages 186-189 and 648 thru 661. Starting at 670 we have a discussion regarding 
discovery of evidence, and how STELLARWIND falls short. “We found that the department made little
effort to understand and comply with its discovery obligations in connection with Stellar Wind-derived 
information.” (pg 693). Moreover, in a newly released segment on page 739, we see that as of the time 
the report was written that “... the Department of Justice continues to lack a comprehensive process for 
identifying potentially discoverable Stellar Wind information in terrorism cases.” Have the defense 
attorneys been notified in each of the criminal cases enumerated in the report? That remains unclear, 
hidden in the blackouts.

Likewise we continue to be denied key terms, for instance, “tippers” is used many times throughout the
report, yet the definition of this word in the glossary is redacted. And yet we have a fair definition from 
duly FOIA'd documents hosted on NSA's own website.  We are denied enumeration, by which I mean 
that most references to numbers are redacted, (How many reports, how much interception, how many 
emails, phone calls? How many terrorists nabbed?) as are many graphs. We are also frequently denied 
dates, from which to put together an accurate timeline.

I also note that many of the remaining redactions do not have a specific FOIA exemption listed. One 
can only take from this that there is no security reason to continue to deny this information. 

In cases, what is redacted is already known
from multiple public sources, and there is
no good reason to hide them. The Times and
others, therefore should continue to press
for the release of additional information. 

I have provided here a table enumerating
the changes between the two versions.

Organizational designations anyone can look up. Source: 
Electrospaces.net

https://www.nsa.gov/public_info/_files/cryptologic_spectrum/nsoc.pdf
http://electrospaces.blogspot.com/2014/01/nsas-organizational-designations.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/21/us/politics/george-w-bush-made-retroactive-nsa-fix-after-hospital-room-showdown.html?smid=tw-share


April 24

https://fveydocs.org/document/report-psp/ 

September 20

https://fveydocs.org/document/report-psp-i-2015-
09-20/ 

https://fveydocs.org/document/report-psp/
https://fveydocs.org/document/report-psp-i-2015-09-20/
https://fveydocs.org/document/report-psp-i-2015-09-20/

































