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Cover Letter
This correspondence transmits this confidential risk assessment intended for internal legal and executive review. It is provided to ensure accurate situational awareness and to allow appropriate institutional leadership the opportunity to evaluate and resolve matters that now present foreseeable legal, financial, and reputational exposure across multiple government components.
This assessment does not allege criminal intent, does not seek public adjudication of disputed facts, and does not substitute for judicial findings. Its purpose is to consolidate a complex factual record—spanning pretrial detention, trial proceedings, post-conviction incarceration, statutory noncompliance under the First Step Act, and subsequent government engagement—into a format suitable for senior counsel review and risk mitigation decision-making.
The record reflected herein is drawn from publicly available court transcripts, docket entries, agency statements, documented congressional interactions, and contemporaneous communications. Many of the underlying facts are already matters of public record. Others have been acknowledged on the record by government officials or reflected in agency actions taken subsequent to the events described.
The risk posture outlined in the attached assessment is no longer theoretical. It reflects cumulative exposure arising from documented procedural irregularities, acknowledged statutory failures, and subsequent engagement that evidences institutional knowledge and reliance. The assessment is provided in good faith to allow leadership the opportunity to address these issues internally and discreetly, rather than through uncontrolled escalation.
I am not presently represented by counsel and am capable of handling communications directly. Should counsel engagement be appropriate, I will retain representation at that time. I am prepared to engage constructively and professionally to facilitate resolution.
This transmittal is made with the expectation that it will be reviewed by appropriate legal authorities and handled accordingly.
Respectfully,
Brian Mock
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Executive Summary
This Risk Assessment consolidates and contextualizes a multi-year record of federal criminal proceedings, custodial practices, statutory noncompliance, and subsequent institutional engagement that now presents material legal, financial, and reputational exposure for multiple federal entities. While elements of this record have appeared in isolation across judicial proceedings, congressional offices, agency communications, and limited media coverage, no comprehensive assessment has previously assembled these facts into a single, coherent timeline suitable for senior legal review. The purpose of this document is to provide that integrated view.
At its core, this matter arises from a criminal prosecution and pretrial detention beginning in 2021 that involved documented deprivation of access to courts, incomplete and delayed discovery, prolonged solitary confinement without disciplinary justification, and judicial rulings that failed to address material due-process violations raised contemporaneously by a pro se defendant. These conditions culminated in a trial marked by the exclusion of identified exculpatory evidence, denial of meaningful access to discovery platforms, and severe procedural limitations imposed on the defense despite the unprecedented volume of evidentiary material involved. The resulting conviction and sentence were later followed by incarceration under statutory regimes that the Bureau of Prisons and Department of Justice have since publicly acknowledged were not being lawfully implemented.
The January 3, 2025 resentencing hearing represents a critical inflection point in this record. At that proceeding, the assigned Assistant United States Attorney stated on the record that the defendant was not unique and that thousands of individuals within Bureau of Prisons custody were similarly situated—arguing for earned time credits under the First Step Act that were not being applied due to internal bureaucratic failures. The government further warned the court that granting relief would “open a Pandora’s box.” The court nevertheless granted relief, implicitly recognizing that the defendant should have been released months earlier. This acknowledgment converted what had previously been treated as individualized grievances into an express admission of systemic statutory noncompliance with nationwide impact.
Following that hearing, extensive efforts were undertaken to raise these issues through appropriate institutional channels. Beginning in early 2025, multiple congressional offices and committees—spanning Judiciary, Oversight, Appropriations, and both chambers—were briefed on First Step Act failures, custodial conditions, and judicial process concerns. These efforts included direct engagement with the Chair of the House Oversight Committee and subsequent meetings with committee counsel. Parallel engagement occurred with prison-reform organizations and advocacy groups, many of which independently confirmed the breadth of the statutory noncompliance being described.
In mid-2025, these efforts escalated to direct engagement with senior Department of Justice personnel, including a formal in-person meeting with Ed Martin and his chief of staff. That meeting involved extensive discussion of systemic First Step Act implementation failures, Bureau of Prisons noncompliance dynamics, the implications of the January 3 record, and broader January 6-related judicial and prosecutorial issues. Specific concerns regarding Judge James Boasberg—including evidentiary rulings, due-process failures, and unresolved pretrial detention violations—were raised in detail. Multiple pages of notes were taken by DOJ leadership, and contemporaneous documentation, including photographs, corroborates that this meeting occurred and that the issues were understood to be serious.
Within days of that meeting, the Bureau of Prisons publicly acknowledged the existence of First Step Act implementation failures and announced the creation of a task force to address them, using language that closely tracked issues and framing provided during DOJ engagement. During this same period, DOJ personnel reviewed and approved public messaging drafted by the defendant acknowledging these developments, including a public statement and subsequent media interview. These actions demonstrate not only knowledge but active engagement by senior officials with the substance of the claims presented.
Despite this engagement, momentum toward resolution stalled. Requests to assemble a small team of similarly situated individuals—made at the behest of DOJ personnel to support potential enforcement actions related to government weaponization, judicial misconduct, and custodial abuses—were later abandoned without explanation. Communications diminished, and subsequent public statements began to contradict documented engagement. Most notably, a recent Reuters article quoted Ed Martin as denying recollection of the very meeting that catalyzed the Bureau of Prisons task force and associated actions, creating a material discrepancy between public denials and contemporaneous evidence.
Concurrently, additional facts have emerged that substantially elevate institutional exposure. These include evidence that a former congressional staffer—now employed by the Federal Bureau of Investigation—received trial and hearing transcripts months before sentencing, raising unresolved questions regarding inter-branch information handling, potential witness intimidation, and congressional oversight failures. Formal complaints addressing these and related issues have since been filed with the DOJ Office of Inspector General, through judicial misconduct channels, and via statutory administrative claims, all of which remain unresolved or have been redirected without substantive engagement.
Viewed in isolation, any one of these events might be characterized as error, delay, or miscommunication. Viewed collectively, however, they establish a pattern of unresolved statutory violations, procedural irregularities, and institutional responses that now compound risk rather than mitigate it. The record reflects not only past exposure related to unlawful detention and due-process failures, but continuing exposure driven by inconsistent public representations, acknowledged systemic noncompliance affecting thousands of individuals, and the appearance of retaliatory or suppressive responses once the scope of the issues became clear.
This Risk Assessment is therefore submitted to enable informed senior-level evaluation of institutional risk and available mitigation pathways. It is offered with the intent of resolution, not escalation. However, absent coordinated engagement and good-faith efforts to address the matters outlined herein, further legal action, public disclosure, and oversight inquiries are likely to proceed. At this stage, the primary question is not whether exposure exists, but whether it will be managed internally or allowed to expand through adversarial and public mechanisms beyond institutional control.













Section 1: Scope, Purpose, and Limitations of This Risk Assessment
1.1 Purpose of the Assessment
This Risk Assessment is intended to provide senior legal decision-makers with a consolidated, high-level view of institutional exposure arising from a single criminal matter that now intersects judicial process integrity, statutory compliance failures, custodial practices, congressional oversight, and executive branch risk management. While many of the underlying facts have been disclosed previously in fragmented settings—including court proceedings, congressional briefings, agency discussions, and limited media coverage—no unified assessment has previously presented these issues in a manner suitable for coordinated counsel-level review.
The primary objective of this document is risk identification and mitigation. It is designed to assist White House Counsel and senior Department of Justice leadership in evaluating whether continued fragmentation, silence, or denial presents greater institutional exposure than structured internal engagement and resolution. This assessment is not intended to litigate guilt or innocence, retry a criminal case, or advance advocacy positions. It is focused instead on identifying where acknowledged facts, procedural irregularities, and statutory noncompliance converge to create escalating institutional risk.
1.2 Scope of Review
The scope of this assessment includes:
· Pretrial detention and bond proceedings beginning in June 2021
· Conditions of confinement and access-to-courts issues during pretrial detention
· Discovery practices, evidentiary access, and trial-level procedural limitations
· Post-conviction incarceration and statutory time-credit administration under the First Step Act
· The January 3, 2025 resentencing and on-the-record government admissions concerning systemic noncompliance
· Subsequent engagement with Congress, DOJ leadership, and Bureau of Prisons officials
· Public acknowledgments and contradictions by federal agencies following that engagement
· Oversight failures and unresolved questions arising from inter-branch information handling
The assessment addresses both individual-level exposure (unlawful detention, due process violations) and system-level exposure (acknowledged statutory failures affecting thousands of individuals). These dimensions are inseparable; resolution of one without addressing the other does not materially reduce risk.
1.3 Materials and Sources
This assessment draws upon:
· Judicial transcripts, rulings, and docket records
· Sworn testimony and statements made on the record by government counsel
· Bureau of Prisons public statements and policy acknowledgments
· Congressional meetings, referrals, and committee staff engagements
· Direct communications with Department of Justice personnel
· Contemporaneous documentation, including approved public messaging and media interviews
Certain supporting documents are not attached to this assessment to preserve confidentiality and to avoid prejudicing potential resolution pathways. Their existence, however, is documented, and they can be produced upon request to appropriate counsel.
1.4 Limitations and Cautionary Framing
This Risk Assessment does not allege criminal intent, conspiracy, or bad faith on the part of any individual official. Where misconduct, noncompliance, or irregularity is described, it is framed in terms of institutional exposure rather than individual culpability. The analysis recognizes that many failures arise from systemic breakdowns, bureaucratic inertia, or jurisdictional fragmentation rather than malicious intent.
The assessment also does not attempt to exhaustively catalog every factual dispute or legal argument that could be raised in litigation. Its function is not to preview pleadings but to identify where known facts already create risk sufficient to warrant senior-level intervention.
1.5 Why This Assessment Exists Now
This assessment is being submitted at this time because prior attempts to address these issues through standard channels—judicial motions, administrative remedies, congressional engagement, and agency discussions—have not resulted in resolution. In several instances, acknowledged facts have been followed by institutional silence or public denials that conflict with contemporaneous documentation.
At this stage, continued inaction increases rather than contains exposure. This document is therefore intended to present decision-makers with a clear choice: engage in coordinated internal resolution while mitigation remains possible, or allow the issues to proceed into adversarial legal, oversight, and public domains where institutional control is significantly diminished.

Section 2: Jurisdictional, Institutional, and Oversight Context
2.1 Multi-Branch Institutional Involvement
The matters addressed in this Risk Assessment implicate all three branches of the federal government, as well as multiple independent oversight and enforcement components within the executive branch. What began as a single criminal prosecution has evolved into an institutional issue precisely because responsibility for the underlying failures has been fragmented across judicial, executive, and legislative actors, with no single entity exercising comprehensive oversight or corrective authority.
At various points, authority and responsibility have rested with:
· The United States District Court for the District of Columbia
· The Department of Justice (Criminal Division, Civil Rights Division, Office of the Inspector General)
· The Bureau of Prisons
· The United States Marshals Service
· Congressional committees exercising oversight authority (Judiciary, Oversight, Appropriations; House and Senate)
This fragmentation has allowed systemic issues to persist even after being acknowledged, because no institution has assumed ownership of resolution once the issue exceeded narrow jurisdictional boundaries.
2.2 Judicial Authority and Constraints
Judicial authority in this matter has included pretrial detention determinations, discovery rulings, evidentiary admissibility, trial management, sentencing, and resentencing. While courts possess broad discretion in these areas, that discretion is constrained by constitutional due process requirements, statutory mandates, and access-to-courts jurisprudence.
Critical here is the distinction between individualized judicial discretion and systemic statutory failure. The January 3, 2025 resentencing marked the point at which an individualized proceeding gave way to express recognition of a broader statutory breakdown. At that moment, the issue ceased to be one judge’s discretion and became an institutional compliance problem affecting thousands of similarly situated individuals.
Judicial remedies alone are insufficient to address systemic statutory noncompliance where the underlying failure lies in executive implementation rather than judicial interpretation.
2.3 Executive Branch Responsibilities
The executive branch bears primary responsibility for:
· Statutory implementation of the First Step Act
· Custodial conditions and classification decisions
· Calculation and application of earned time credits
· Compliance with court orders and statutory release requirements
The Bureau of Prisons operates under DOJ authority and is statutorily obligated to implement earned time credits as enacted by Congress. Public acknowledgment by Bureau leadership that First Step Act credits were not being lawfully implemented establishes executive-branch exposure independent of any judicial action.
Once the Department of Justice acknowledged—both internally and publicly—that statutory noncompliance existed, continued failure to remedy unlawful detention shifted the risk posture from inadvertent error to institutional exposure.
2.4 Congressional Oversight and Referral Channels
Congressional committees possess oversight authority to investigate executive-branch noncompliance, judicial misconduct, custodial abuses, and statutory implementation failures. In this matter, multiple committees and offices were briefed on First Step Act failures, detention conditions, and judicial process concerns beginning in early 2025.
Referrals were made between committees, staff counsel were engaged, and documents were provided. However, no coordinated oversight action followed, resulting in further diffusion of responsibility. The absence of follow-through after acknowledgment by committee counsel contributes to institutional risk by creating the appearance of known issues being left unaddressed.
2.5 Inspector General and Internal Review Mechanisms
The Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General represents a formal internal review mechanism for allegations of misconduct and systemic failure. Complaints submitted to the OIG are designed to trigger independent investigation and corrective action.
In this matter, formal complaints have been submitted but have not resulted in substantive engagement. Redirection, delay, or compartmentalization of complaints—without resolution—exacerbates exposure by creating a record of institutional awareness without corrective response.
2.6 Inter-Branch Information Handling Concerns
Evidence indicating that trial and hearing transcripts were transmitted to individuals later employed by federal law enforcement raises unresolved inter-branch questions. While this assessment does not allege improper motive, the existence of such transfers without corresponding follow-up or oversight creates risk related to witness intimidation, investigative interference, and congressional oversight integrity.
These concerns are magnified when juxtaposed with contemporaneous public statements by congressional members regarding pressure or threats from federal law enforcement personnel.
2.7 Jurisdictional Gaps as a Risk Multiplier
The central risk identified in this section is not merely misconduct within any single institution, but the jurisdictional gaps between them. Each entity involved possesses partial authority but no comprehensive mandate to resolve the matter once it crossed institutional boundaries.
As a result, acknowledged failures persist without ownership, and exposure compounds over time. This Risk Assessment exists specifically to bridge that gap by presenting decision-makers with a unified view of exposure that no single office currently possesses.

Section 3: Legal Disclaimers and Interpretive Limits
This Risk Assessment is intended solely to identify, synthesize, and present institutional, legal, financial, and reputational risk considerations arising from documented events, procedural history, and subsequent inter-branch interactions associated with the undersigned’s criminal proceedings, incarceration, resentencing, and post-release advocacy.
This document does not allege criminal intent, make findings of fact, or assert legal liability on the part of any individual, agency, office, or institution. It does not substitute for judicial findings, prosecutorial determinations, inspector general conclusions, or congressional inquiries. No conclusions regarding culpability are drawn or implied.
The assessment is limited in scope to:
· Publicly available court records, transcripts, docket entries, and judicial orders
· On-the-record statements by government officials or agencies
· Documented communications with congressional offices and executive-branch personnel
· Public agency announcements and media publications
· The existence (but not privileged contents) of formally filed complaints, petitions, and claims
This assessment does not:
· Evaluate classified or non-public information
· Assess the subjective intent, motive, or good faith of any actor
· Resolve disputed factual questions
· Offer legal advice or litigation strategy
· Recommend disciplinary or prosecutorial action
The document further does not assert that any identified risk has materialized, only that such risks are foreseeable based on the documented sequence of events, acknowledged agency positions, and the current absence of centralized resolution.
Where observations are offered, they are presented descriptively and neutrally, reflecting structural conditions or procedural gaps rather than conclusions of wrongdoing. Any risk categories identified herein are framed prospectively and institutionally, not personally.
This Risk Assessment is prepared for internal review, escalation, and consideration by appropriate legal, oversight, or executive personnel. It is not intended for public dissemination, advocacy, or media use absent further authorization.

Section 4: Methodology and Sources
This Risk Assessment was prepared using a documentary review methodology consistent with internal compliance, oversight, and institutional risk evaluations. Information was compiled, cross-referenced, and synthesized to identify patterns, timing, and points of institutional exposure without drawing conclusions regarding intent, culpability, or legal liability.
The methodology employed emphasizes chronological verification, source corroboration, and reliance on contemporaneous records. Where multiple sources addressed the same event, priority was given to primary records and on-the-record statements over secondary characterization.
Sources reviewed and relied upon include, but are not limited to:
Judicial and Court Records
· Federal docket entries and case filings
· Transcripts from pretrial proceedings, hearings, trial, sentencing, and resentencing
· Judicial orders, rulings, and minute entries
· Filed pro se motions and subsequent denials or rulings
Correctional and Post-Conviction Records
· Bureau of Prisons time-credit calculations and documentation
· Public BOP statements regarding First Step Act implementation
· On-the-record acknowledgments by BOP leadership
· Documented incarceration timelines and release calculations
Congressional Interactions
· In-person meetings with House and Senate offices
· Communications with Oversight, Judiciary, and Appropriations staff
· Document submissions to congressional offices
· Public statements and published reports by Members of Congress
Executive Branch Communications
· Documented meetings and communications with Department of Justice personnel
· Public DOJ announcements and statements
· Acknowledged task force creation and related agency actions
· Follow-up communications and subsequent denials or non-response
· Communications with White House offices (electronically and in-person), including cabinet-level executive officials
Media and Public Sources
· National and regional media reporting
· Broadcast interviews and publicly available recordings
· Social media posts and statements acknowledged or referenced by government officials
Filed Complaints and Claims
· The existence and filing dates of inspector general complaints
· Judicial complaints submitted through formal channels
· Administrative claims filed pursuant to applicable statutes
· Congressional submissions and impeachment-related materials
(Note: privileged contents are not reproduced or analyzed)
This assessment does not rely on anonymous sourcing, speculative inference, or unverified third-party claims. Where uncertainty exists, it is noted implicitly through neutral phrasing rather than resolved through assumption.
The methodology is designed to support risk identification, not adjudication. All interpretations are framed institutionally and prospectively, with the goal of informing internal review and decision-making rather than asserting factual or legal conclusions.
Section 5: Consolidated Timeline 
5.1 Arrest, Bond Reversal, and Early Proceedings (2021–2022)
June 2021
Arrest in connection with January 6, 2021 events.
Minnesota court orders release on bond.
Government appeal taken; release order reversed by Chief Judge Beryl Howell.
Reversal is based on factual assertions later challenged, disproven, and materially corrected in court, undermining the original detention rationale.
Late Summer–Fall 2021
Transfer to D.C. custody and prolonged pretrial detention under unusually restrictive conditions.
Persistent issues documented during this period include:
· denial of meaningful access to courts and legal materials
· delayed, incomplete, or obstructed discovery
· retaliatory jail conduct including threats, assaults and prolonged solitary confinement
· deprivation of basic necessities (food, water, hygiene)
These conditions later become the subject of congressional and oversight attention; U.S. Marshals involvement is documented.
Congressional reporting (including materials associated with Rep. Marjorie Taylor Greene) describes detention conditions as abusive and degrading.
Fall 2021 — Pro Se Motion to Dismiss / OPR Materials
Defendant proceeds pro se and files a handwritten motion to dismiss asserting access-to-courts violations and due process failures, citing Bounds v. Smith.
Motion raises exculpatory issues tied to DOJ OPR investigative materials DOJCB-001 concerning Capitol Police conduct on January 6.
Production is alleged to be incomplete (approximately half of referenced statements not produced at that time and never produced through the course the 4-year legal proceedings).
Statements that were produced materially contradict the DOJ’s public narrative and include repeated questioning of officers regarding political affiliation or support for President Trump.
Motion is denied on the stated basis that no legal argument was made; access-to-courts claims are not substantively addressed, nor is the withholding of exculpatory evidence. 
2021–2022 — Solitary Confinement and Discovery Disputes
Extended solitary confinement occurs, including a period exceeding 90 days.
Discovery access is disputed in court; jail representations conflict with contemporaneous conditions.
Defendant advises the court of severe duress and inability to litigate effectively under imposed conditions. Specifically states that by international standards he is subjected to torture and must choose between continued, indefinite torture and an unfair trial. Judge Boasberg schedules the trial, despite a lack of access to courts, discovery, etc. and the defendant is placed back into solitary confinement.
May 2022
Bond motion heard with counsel involvement; factual predicates underlying earlier detention posture are challenged and corrected.
Conditional release granted with restrictive residency requirements, resulting in displacement and documented financial loss.

5.2 Trial Proceedings, Evidence Access, and Conviction (2023)
2023 — Trial
Superseding indictment substantially increases exposure.
Counsel breakdowns occur; defendant proceeds pro se for substantial portions of trial.
Defense presentation is sharply constrained, including severe time limitations relative to evidentiary scope.
Defendant informs the court that specific, identified exculpatory evidence exists and is being withheld, and seeks access to present it.
Access to critical evidence platforms and materials is denied or rendered unusable during the defense window.
Trial Testimony — Roseanne Boyland Issue (2023)
A defense witness testifies that Roseanne Boyland was killed as a result of actions by U.S. Capitol Police Officer Lila Morris.
Government objects.
The court responds dismissively on the record (characterizing the allegation as “fantasy” or equivalent).
Defendant asserts the existence of video evidence supporting the testimony but is not permitted to present the video evidence to the jury.
Witness Access and Exclusion Issues
Due to counsel breakdown, defendant is forced to secure his own witnesses and evidence. Despite this effort, the court denied the defendant the ability to call a key witness who would have provided testimony that would have directly contradicted the factual basis underlying pretrial detention and subsequent characterizations at sentencing.

2023 — Outcome
Conviction and sentence imposed.
5.3 Incarceration and First Step Act Time Credit Failures (April 2024–January 2025)
April 2024
Entry into Bureau of Prisons custody.
First Step Act earned time credit eligibility becomes a live issue; credits are initially denied or obstructed despite asserted statutory eligibility.
Late 2024
BOP documentation reflects earned-credit projections indicating halfway house eligibility in early November 2024, contingent on proper credit application.

5.4 January 3, 2025 Resentencing and On-Record Systemic Admission
January 3, 2025
Resentencing before Judge James Boasberg.
AUSA Michael Gordon states on the record that:
· the defendant is “not alone,”
· thousands of similarly situated individuals are incarcerated disputing earned time credits, and
· a ruling in defendant’s favor would open a “Pandora’s box.”
Court grants time-served relief; broader systemic implications are not addressed.
The statement constitutes an on-record acknowledgment of widespread statutory noncompliance, exposing institutional liability.
Note: Michael Gordon is terminated from DOJ employment June 2025, 11 days following the author’s meeting with Ed Martin at DOJ. 

5.5 Post-Release Advocacy and Congressional Engagement (January–March 2025)
January–February 2025
Sustained outreach begins immediately post-release, spanning House and Senate offices.
Engagement includes staff and members associated with Oversight, Judiciary, and Appropriations (House and Senate). Includes Committee Chairs of Judiciary and Oversight.
Meetings also occur with multiple prison reform organizations.
February 2025 — CPAC and Oversight Follow-Up
Attendance at CPAC.
Day 2: In-person engagement with Rep. Jim Comer, Chair of House Oversight.
Following day: meeting with and document turnover to three Oversight Committee attorneys.
Days later: meeting with Rep. Barry Loudermilk’s Chief of Staff, based on Comer’s referral.
March 27, 2025 — U.S. Capitol Rally
Public rally at the U.S. Capitol.
Public release of portions of the January 3 transcript.
Public calls for:
· accountability related to Michael Gordon’s on-record admission
· arrest and indictment of Michael Gordon (as advocacy demand)
· clemency by President Trump for prisoners denied lawful FSA credits
Media engagement expands, including Lindell TV (Cara Castronova), with follow-on coverage by The Hill, Washington Post, and later MSNBC.

5.6 DOJ Engagement and Ed Martin Meeting (Spring–June 2025)
Spring 2025
DOJ engagement begins primarily by telephone, concurrent with ongoing congressional outreach.
Information shared includes First Step Act implementation failures and detention-system noncompliance.
Mid-June 2025 — In-Person Meeting with Ed Martin
Extended in-person meeting with Ed Martin, attended by his Chief of Staff.
Multiple pages of contemporaneous notes are taken by Ed Martin and his Chief of Staff.
Photographic evidence exists documenting the meeting (multiple photographs of the author and Ed Martin).
Discussion topics include:
· systemic First Step Act implementation failures
· Bureau of Prisons noncompliance dynamics
· implications of the January 3, 2025 resentencing record
· extensive discussion of Judge James Boasberg, including:
· alleged withholding of exculpatory evidence
· pre-detention and detention irregularities
· trial-stage due process failures
· broader January 6 institutional and judicial issues beyond FSA
Following this meeting DOJ requests follow-up information concerning AUSA Michael Gordon and Judge Boasberg, including specific hearing transcripts. 11 days following this meeting, AUSA Michael Gordon has his employment terminated by the DOJ.
At DOJ’s request, the author is directed to assemble a team of January 6 defendants to provide documentation and statements in support of investigations concerning judges, prosecutors, FBI conduct, and D.C. jail operations—consistent with the stated mandate to investigate government weaponization. A legal framework is presented and adopted to investigate and indict Federal judges on the DC bench, current and former prosecutors with the DOJ, FBI agents and employees of the DC jail. Declarations are requested and provided to the DOJ by multiple Jan 6 defendants.

5.7 BOP Task Force, Vetted Public Messaging, and Media Confirmation (July 2025)
Late June–July 2025
Public acknowledgment of FSA failures and task force formation.
Draft public statement is submitted to a DOJ contact, revised at DOJ’s request, approved, and then published.
Author is advised the statement would receive amplification, including anticipated retweeting by Ed Martin.
Author appears on Emerald Robinson’s program and publicly discusses:
· the Ed Martin meeting
· task force formation
· corrective efforts
Public praise is issued for President Trump, Ed Martin, BOP Director Billy Marshall, and Deputy Director Joshua Smith.

5.8 Formal Complaints, Congressional Office Drops, and BOP Fraud Admission (Late 2025)
Late 2025
Formal submissions filed:
· DOJ OIG complaint
· Judicial misconduct complaint
· House Judiciary impeachment materials concerning Judge Boasberg
· SF-95 administrative claim
In-person briefings conducted with congressional offices, including Rep. Thomas Massie and Rep. Wesley Hunt.
During the same timeframe, BOP Director and Deputy Director publicly acknowledge systemic fraud and misallocation of resources impairing FSA implementation.
Congressional Transcript Issue (January 2024)
Email documentation shows that hearing transcripts were transmitted to a staff member in Rep. Massie’s office in January 2024; that individual later becomes employed by the FBI. Rep Massie states in an interview that the same FBI agent (former staffer) threatened his office with an investigation if the Representatives office continued with their investigation of the events of January 6.
No documented follow-up engagement occurs despite later impeachment and oversight focus.

5.9 Media Reporting and Denial (December 2025)
December 2025
Reuters publishes an article addressing elements of this record.
Ed Martin states he does not recall a meeting with the author.
Prior public references, vetted statements, photographs, contemporaneous notes, and July 2025 media appearances remain independently verifiable.

Section 6: Risk Identification & Exposure Analysis
6.1 Overview of Risk Posture
The consolidated record presents multi-vector institutional risk arising from the intersection of:
(a) documented criminal adjudication irregularities,
(b) acknowledged systemic noncompliance with federal statute (First Step Act), and
(c) subsequent government engagement that evidences knowledge, reliance, and partial corroboration of the underlying claims.
The risk profile is no longer hypothetical; it is active, cumulative, and compounding.
The exposure spans judicial, prosecutorial, carceral, and oversight domains, with downstream consequences across civil liability, administrative accountability, congressional inquiry, and public confidence in the integrity of the justice system.

6.2 Judicial Risk
Identified Risks
· Failure to address substantiated access-to-courts claims during pretrial detention.
· Denial of defense access to identified exculpatory evidence, including at trial.
· Curtailment of defense presentation time to a degree that is facially disproportionate.
· Dismissal, without evidentiary review, of testimony alleging lethal force by a law enforcement officer, despite the asserted existence of corroborating video evidence.
· Post-hoc awareness by House Judiciary of impeachment-relevant materials without documented follow-up.
Exposure
· Credible basis for post-conviction relief proceedings.
· Heightened scrutiny in the context of ongoing impeachment discourse involving the same judicial officer.
· Risk of adverse findings should evidentiary review be compelled by court order or congressional inquiry.

6.3 Prosecutorial Risk
Identified Risks
· On-record admission by a federal prosecutor that thousands of individuals were being unlawfully held due to statutory noncompliance.
· Articulation of institutional concern (“Pandora’s box”) in lieu of statutory defense.
· Subsequent reliance by DOJ on the author’s information while later denying the existence of the engagement.
Exposure
· Appearance of selective enforcement or institutional concealment.
· Discovery risk if internal communications, notes, or approvals are compelled.
· Credibility degradation in parallel or future litigation involving First Step Act compliance.

6.4 Bureau of Prisons / Executive Risk
Identified Risks
· Executive-level public acknowledgment of systemic fraud or misallocation impairing lawful release decisions.
· Creation of a task force following external disclosures without demonstrable remediation.
· Continued detention of individuals despite conceded statutory entitlement.
Exposure
· Statutory liability for unlawful detention.
· Potential class-wide exposure revived by new admissions and documentation.
· Heightened risk of GAO, OIG, or congressional intervention.

6.5 Oversight and Congressional Risk
Identified Risks
· Receipt and retention of transcripts and impeachment-relevant materials without action.
· Transmission of sensitive judicial materials to a staff member who later joined the FBI, absent documented purpose or follow-up.
· Inconsistent engagement across Oversight, Judiciary, and Appropriations despite overlapping jurisdiction.
Exposure
· Risk of process-failure findings during future oversight.
· Political exposure in the context of impeachment advocacy already underway.
· Reputational harm tied to the appearance of selective inaction.

6.6 Media & Public Integrity Risk
Identified Risks
· Verifiable contemporaneous notes, photographs, and DOJ-vetted public statements contradicting later denials.
· Prior national media coverage establishing a public record of engagement.
· Renewed investigative interest following inconsistent official responses.
Exposure
· Escalation from episodic reporting to sustained investigative coverage.
· Loss of narrative control as documentary evidence enters the public domain.
· Increased likelihood of compelled disclosures via FOIA or litigation discovery.

6.7 Litigation & Financial Exposure
Identified Risks
· Pending administrative claims and formal complaints.
· Preserved evidentiary trail demonstrating notice, reliance, and institutional awareness.
· Potential tolling and relation-back issues favoring claimants.
Exposure
· Significant financial liability through settlement or adverse judgment.
· Costly, protracted litigation with cross-agency discovery.
· Precedent risk encouraging similarly situated claims.

6.8 Escalation Trajectory
Absent coordinated intervention, the foreseeable trajectory includes:
· Filing of post-conviction and collateral relief motions.
· Incremental public release of corroborating documentation.
· Media amplification tied to congressional or judicial developments.
· Formal oversight or investigative proceedings.
· Compelled discovery across DOJ, BOP, and congressional offices.

6.9 Risk Mitigation Window
There remains a narrow but viable opportunity for internal resolution that:
· Limits institutional exposure,
· Preserves executive and judicial equities,
· Avoids uncontrolled public escalation, and
· Resolves individual claims without conceding systemic fault.
That window narrows materially as additional filings and disclosures proceed.

Section 7: Resolution Pathways & Mitigation Options
7.1 Purpose of This Section
This section outlines practical, institution-preserving pathways for resolution and mitigation considering the risks identified above. The objective is not to assign blame, adjudicate factual disputes, or litigate public narratives, but to reduce exposure, contain escalation, and restore institutional control over a situation that is currently trending toward fragmentation and externalization.

7.2 Internal Resolution Pathway (Preferred Option)
Description
A coordinated, confidential, cross-component review conducted under executive privilege and attorney-client protection, culminating in negotiated resolution of individual claims and closure of outstanding disputes.
Key Elements
· Designation of a single senior coordinating authority (e.g., White House Counsel designee or Deputy Attorney General-level liaison).
· Rapid internal audit of:
· First Step Act implementation failures relevant to the author’s case;
· DOJ engagement history (communications, notes, approvals);
· BOP task force actions and omissions;
· Scope of potential judicial and prosecutorial exposure.
· Good-faith negotiation of civil and administrative claims without admissions of systemic fault.
· Formal closure of OIG and judicial complaint pathways contingent upon resolution.

7.3 Structured Settlement & Containment
Description
Resolution of individual claims through structured settlement mechanisms, with confidentiality provisions and mutual non-disparagement.
Key Elements
· Resolution of administrative claims (e.g., SF-95) within statutory discretion.
· Tailored settlement terms that avoid findings of liability.
· Closure language addressing future litigation risk.

7.4 Limited Remedial Review (Systemic Without Admission)
Description
Discrete, forward-looking remedial actions addressing First Step Act compliance without retroactive admissions.
Key Elements
· Internal compliance directive or clarification.
· Procedural correction mechanisms.
· Documentation framed as “process improvement” rather than fault acknowledgment.

7.5 Escalation Containment via Engagement
Description
Direct, structured engagement with the author through counsel to pause further escalation while review proceeds.
Key Elements
· Formal acknowledgment of receipt and seriousness.
· Defined review timeline.
· Interim standstill agreement regarding public disclosures.

7.6 Non-Engagement / Status Quo (High-Risk Option)
Description
Continued silence, denial, or diffusion of responsibility across agencies.
Likely Consequences
· Filing of post-conviction relief motions.
· Incremental public document release.
· Investigative journalism escalation.
· Congressional inquiry triggered externally.
· Compelled discovery across DOJ, BOP, and congressional offices.
Assessment
This option carries the highest institutional risk and the least controllable outcome.

7.7 Timing Sensitivity
The effectiveness of all mitigation options is time-dependent. Each additional filing, disclosure, or denial materially reduces the availability of confidential resolution pathways and increases the likelihood of:
· Loss of privilege,
· Narrative loss,
· Cross-agency exposure,
· Political and reputational fallout.

7.8 Recommended Immediate Actions
· Assign senior legal ownership.
· Initiate privileged internal review.
· Establish controlled communication channel.
· Evaluate settlement feasibility.
· Freeze external escalation pending review.

7.9 Closing Observation
This matter has progressed beyond the stage where silence functions as protection. The remaining choice is between managed resolution and unmanaged exposure. The former remains available, but the window is finite.

Section 8: Requested Actions and Response Deadlines
This Risk Assessment is submitted to provide appropriate counsel and senior leadership the opportunity to evaluate and address documented institutional exposure through internal review and resolution, rather than through uncontrolled escalation. The record summarized herein reflects matters already known, acknowledged, or documented across judicial, executive, and congressional channels.
8.1 Acknowledgment of Receipt (Within Seven Business Days)
Within seven (7) business days of receipt, written acknowledgment is requested confirming:
· receipt of this Risk Assessment, and
· identification of the office or authority to which it has been assigned for review.
No substantive response is required at this stage. For purposes of this section, “receipt” means confirmed delivery to any official Department of Justice or White House Counsel intake, email address, or office designated to receive legal correspondence, whether by electronic transmission, courier confirmation, or written acknowledgement.
8.2 Statement of Intent (Within Fourteen Calendar Days)
Within fourteen (14) calendar days of receipt, a written statement of intent is requested indicating whether the reviewing authority:
· intends to engage further toward internal resolution or mitigation, or
· does not intend to pursue further engagement.
No findings, admissions, conclusions, or determinations are requested.
8.3 Identification of Next Steps (If Engagement Is Intended)
If engagement is contemplated, the response should identify anticipated next steps, including an appropriate point of contact or procedural path forward.
8.4 Effect of Non-Response
Failure to provide acknowledgment or a statement of intent within the timeframes set forth above may reasonably be interpreted as a decision not to pursue internal resolution. In that event, all rights, remedies, and available avenues remain preserved.
8.5 Good-Faith Posture
So long as timely, good-faith engagement is underway, further escalation will be reasonably deferred.
8.6 Closing Statement
This assessment is submitted to enable informed, controlled decision-making at the institutional level. The opportunity for quiet, orderly resolution remains available. That opportunity depends on timely acknowledgment and structured engagement.
The purpose of this document is not confrontation, but resolution before escalation becomes externally driven.

Section 9: Contact Information
Brian Mock
PO Box 152
Lynd, MN 56157
ppow1621@gmail.com
703.282.5019

