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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.   

 
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 
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† For the February 2023 interim response, 62 of the 66 pages produced were discovered to be nonresponsive post-
production, but are counted here as part of the total number of pages actually produced (and processed). 

Attachment 
F22-00034 Processed and Produced Page Counts Chart 

Interim/ 
Monthly 
Interim 

Bates Nos. No. of 
Pages 
Processed 

Blank, 
Duplicate, 
Non-
responsive 
Pages 

Produced to  
Sus=S 
Consult=C 
Referral=R 
Withheld in 
Full=WIF 

No. of 
Pages 
Produced 

Pages 
Produced 
and 
Processed 

Prioritized, Referred Judges 
FEB 2023 1-66 66 62 S=4 66 66† 

MAR 2023 67-283 217 0 

S=1 
R=137 (EOUSA) 
R=73(FBI) 
WIF=6 

217 217 

3rd Interim  
(Jan 29, 
2024) 

284-491 614 406 

C=1 (EOUSA, 
CRM, FBI) 
R=182 (EOUSA) 
R=11 (CRM) 
R=14 (FBI) 

208 614 

4th Interim  
(Sept. 23, 
2024) 

492-626 561 426 S=84 
C=15 (CRM) 
C=17 
(CRM,PRAO) 
WIF=19 

135 561 

5th Interim 627-788 168 6 S=11 
C=11 (EOUSA) 
C=2 (CRM) 
R=111 (EOUSA) 
W=27 

162 168 

Non-Referred Judges 
1st Interim 789-872 86 2 C=11 (EOUSA, 

OIG) 
R=64 (OIG) 
W=9 

84 86 

2nd Interim 873-01597 745 20 S=72 
C=32 (EOUSA, 
the OIG, OIP) 
R=1 (CRM) 
R=2 (OIG) 
R=597 (EOUSA) 
W=21 

725 745 

3rd Interim 01598-01644 50 3 S=2 
C=33 (EOUSA, 
USTP, PRAO 
R=11 (USTP) 
W=1 

47 50 
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Complaints of Judicial Misconduct 
1st and Final 
Interim 

01645-01812 203 35 S=95 
C=62 (EOUSA, 
ENRD, PRAO, 
CRM) 
R=11 (ENRD, 
EOUSA) 

168 203 

 Total Produced 1,812  
Total Produced and Processed 2,710 





Subject: FW: OIG Referral

Jeff, Jacqueline reminded me that there is a pending inquiry, which is assigned to Greg Gonzalez,
arising out of the  claims made by .  Neil and I suggest that
these new allegations be referred to Greg in connection with that inquiry, rather than opening a new
inquiry.  Please let us know if you agree.  Thanks.  

From: Birney, William J (OPR) 
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2018 6:50 PM
To: Ragsdale, Jeffrey (OPR) 
Subject: FW: OIG Referral

              By memorandum dated January 11, 2018, the OIG referred to OPR a complaint made by
,

alleging that his  in the prosecution of former Congressman 
 “was part of a concerted effort by his

superiors – Interim U.S. Attorney John Childress and First Assistant U.S. Attorney Patrick Hansen –
and the judge presiding over the  case, U.S. District Judge Colin Bruce, to undermine the
prosecution of  and  potential nomination as U.S. Attorney.”  
believes that “the decision to  was made by [the] ODAG,” and he alleges
that  defense attorney, , “has had improper access to and influence over
the [ODAG].”  In an order issued on October 3, 2017, Judge Bruce stated in response the defendant’s
motion to dismiss the indictment that “the Government admitted that a previous claim made by

  The government
had initially denied that government attorneys made comments regarding  failure to testify
before the grand jury, but it subsequently changed its position, admitting that on eleven occasions
“government counsel commented on or addressed  testifying or decision not to testify
before the grand jury.” 

 also alleges that Judge Bruce committed judicial misconduct by exchanging emails
with a paralegal employed by the U.S. Attorney’s Office, where Judge Bruce served as an AUSA for
24 years until his appointment as a U.S. District Judge in 2013.  Copies of the allegedly improper
emails are attached to the OIG memorandum.  The OIG referred  allegations against
Judge Bruce to OPR pursuant to U.S.A.M. § 1-4.150, which provides that “allegations of misconduct
by . . . judges shall be reported to OPR for a determination of whether to report the allegation to
appropriate disciplinary officials.” 

The OIG’s January 11 memorandum referring this matter to OPR does not indicate what, if
any,   may have provided to the OIG in support of his 

  Moreover,  
 is at least arguably a management decision that is not subject to scrutiny by OPR. 

Nevertheless, because this is a sensitive, high-profile case, I recommend that we initiate a
“preliminary” inquiry in this matter and ask  to submit a written complaint, setting forth in
detail all the evidence that purportedly supports his allegations.  I recommend that 
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