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OPR received your request on April 25, 2024, and has assigned to it request number  
F24-00095.  Please refer to that number in any correspondence pertaining to this matter.  
  

For this 2nd interim response, OPR processed a total of 501 pages responsive to your 
request.  Enclosed please find 24 pages of responsive records.  Of the 24 pages, two pages 
(Bates-numbered F24-00095 00503 to 00504) are appropriate for release without excisions, and 
22 pages (Bates-numbered F24-00095 00505 to 00526) are appropriate for release with excisions 
made pursuant to Exemptions 3, 6, and 7(C) of the FOIA, 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(3), (b)(6), and 
(b)(7)(C).  Exemption 3 protects from public disclosure matters that are specifically prohibited 
from release by statute; in this case, Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
protects information that would reveal matters occurring before the grand jury.  Exemption 6 
pertains to information the release of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 
the personal privacy of third parties.  Exemption 7(C) pertains to information compiled for law 
enforcement purposes which could reasonably be expected to constitute an unwarranted invasion 
of the personal privacy of third parties.  Please be advised that we have considered the 
foreseeable harm standard when reviewing records and applying FOIA exemptions.   
 

OPR determined that 221 pages (Bates-numbered F24-00095 00527 to 00747) contained 
information of interest to the Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys (EOUSA), Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA), and Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives (ATF), and 
229 pages (Bates-numbered F24-00095 00748 to 00976) contained information of interest to 
EOUSA, ATF, and the U.S. Marshals Service (USMS).  OPR will send these pages for consult to 
EOUSA, DEA, ATF, and USMS pursuant to 28 C.F.R. § 16.4(d). 

 
Because four pages (Bates-numbered F24-00095 00977 to 00980) originated with the 

Office of Inspector General (OIG), OPR will refer these pages to the OIG for processing and 
direct response to you. 

 
Because 21 pages (Bates-numbered F24-00095 00981 to 01001) originated with the U.S. 

Attorney’s Office, OPR will refer these pages to EOUSA for processing and direct response to 
you. 

 
The remaining two pages of responsive records originated with the Criminal Division 

(CRM) (Bates-numbered F24-00095 01002 to 01003), so OPR will refer these pages to CRM for 
processing and direct response to you. 
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Although I am aware that your request is the subject of ongoing litigation and that 
appeals are not ordinarily acted on in such situations, I am required by statute and regulation to 
inform you of your right to file an administrative appeal with the Office of Information Policy. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret McCarty  
Senior Associate Counsel 

Attachment: F24-00095 Processed Page Count Chart 

cc:      AUSA Sam Escher 
U.S. Attorney’s Office for the District of Columbia 

Nikhel Sus 
 

Lauren Bingham 
 

Attachment to OPR’s May 2026 Interim Response 
(F24-00095 Processed Page Count Chart) 

Monthly 
Interim 
Responses 

Bates Nos. Release in Full to CREW=RIF 
Release in Part to CREW=RIP 
Consult=C 
Referral=R 
Withheld in Full=WIF 

No. of  
Pages Processed 

April 2026 1-502 RIF=6 
RIP=11 
C=485 (EOUSA, DEA, ATF, 
USMS) 

502 

May 2026 503-1003 RIF=2 
RIP=22 
C=450 (EOUSA, DEA, ATF, 
USMS) 
R=27 (OIG, EOUSA, CRM) 

501 

Total 
Processed 

1003 















defendant the government wanted to include and to change wording to try to
fit any drug another dealer might deal. The problem with that is that it

o convict someone when there has been no evidence of any fact that
participated in "the district of Kansas and elsewhere" in a conspiracy

to possess or traffic "crack cocaine". (See References for first original
indictment and then the second reworded indictment is included).
 
Issue #2- Another issue that caused me to receive my sentence was the use
of Illegal wiretapping. The government obtained a warrant without the
necessary requirements to wiretap  and others phone calls. The
problem with the wiretapping is the government use bits of conversations to
help persuade jurors that was dealing drugs by taking conversations
out of context and making them fit another situation that would satisfy Ms.
Moorehead's agenda. The issue still did not address the jurisdiction being in
the "District of Kansas" with my wiretapping. (Supreme court ruling  US vs.
Dadah 10th cir.)
 
Issue # 3a- Another issue that I had was in my originally discovery. I have
never seen my discovery ever. I nor any of my codefendants have never
received any evidentiary hearing or discovery. I was never given a discovery
so that I could properly prepare for my case. When I asked my counsel for
the discovery, he said I was not allowed to see it and my counsel told me that
he did not even see my name in the originally discovery. He said he was
unaware of where my name is mentioned in any of it. My defense counsel
then signed an agreement  that I would not look at my discovery or discuss it
but he did that without my consent. He also volunteered a guilty plea without
my consent. When I then tried to fire him for doing something without my
consent I was denied. I have heard my defense attorney was even threatened
if he showed me the discovery or anything else he would be next for
prosecution. I am not sure what he was afraid of.
 
Issue# 3b- Another issue I had was that I was never allowed to see my
discovery and when I started to question the evidence that was made against
me, I has denied an evidentiary hearing. Trying to protect myself, I attempted
to fire my attorney and was denied this request by the judge. The judge said
he thought I was just having a miscommunication with my counsel and
denied me my right to change counsel when I believed that my attorney was
not acting in my best interest. I was then given a 23-page memo on why we
could not have the evidentiary hearing.
 
Issue #4- We have an issue with jury instructions and with jury misconduct.
 
Issue #5- Corrupt local federal agents. The lead DEA agent in my case

has since been fired for beating a man until he was brain
dead while using racial slurs. My other DEA agent is who lied
under oath and said he saw give  brown paper
bag that he felt contained money which he said he had witness from over 50
yards away through the tinted windows of a car. She was later released from
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