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Per Curiam. After carefully considering the briefs
and record on appeal, we affirm substantially for the reasons
stated by the district court.

The appellant’s main argument on appeal is that the
government failed to show that it conducted a reasonable search
in response to his February 28, 2000 request. 5 U.S.C. §
552 (a) . He argues that the existence of field offices remained
in dispute because the Joachim declaration merely paraphrased
a supervisor’s statement disclaiming field offices. However,
the government is not always required to produce affidavits on
personal knowledge, but may rely wupon the statements of

responsible officials. Maynard v. Central Intelligence Agency,

986 F.2d 547, 560 (1°° Cir. 1993).

The appellant’s attempts to show bad faith are also
unavailing. The government’s showing that the search was
reasonable was not undermined by the appellant’s allegations of
delay or conflation of February and March requests. Neither
allegation, even i1f true, would tend to show that the search
was not reasonably calculated to discover the requested

records. See Church of Scientology Int'l wv. United States

Dep't of Justice, 30 F.3d 224 (1°* Cir. 1994).

Finally, as to the discovery order, the appellant

fails to make a clear showing of manifest injustice. His



assignment of error therefore fails. See Maynard, 986 F.2d at

567.

Affirmed. Loc. R. 27(c).



