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THE IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY INTO PRESI­
DENT DONALD J. TRUMP: PRESENTATIONS 
FROM THE HOUSE PERMANENT SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE AND HOUSE 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 

MONDAY, DECEMBER 9, 2019 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:06 a.m., in Room 1100, 
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Jerrold Nadler [chairman 
of the committee] presiding. 

Present: Representatives Nadler, Lofgren, Jackson Lee, Cohen, 
Johnson of Georgia, Deutch, Bass, Richmond, Jeffries, Cicilline, 
Swalwell, Lieu, Raskin, Jayapal, Demings, Correa, Scanlon, Garcia, 
Neguse, McBath, Stanton, Dean, Mucarsel-Powell, Escobar, Collins, 
Sensenbrenner, Chabot, Gohmert, Jordan, Buck, Ratcliffe, Roby, 
Gaetz, Johnson of Louisiana, Biggs, McClintock, Lesko, 
Reschenthaler, Cline, Armstrong, and Steube. 

Staff Present: Amy Rutkin, Chief of Staff; Perry Apelbaum, Staff 
Director and Chief Counsel; Aaron Hiller, Deputy Chief Counsel 
and Chief Oversight Counsel; Barry Berke, Counsel; Norm Eisen, 
Counsel; Arya Hariharan, Deputy Chief Oversight Counsel; James 
Park, Chief Constitution Counsel; Joshua Matz, Counsel; Sarah 
Istel, Counsel; Matthew Morgan, Counsel; Kerry Tirrell, Counsel; 
Sophia Brill, Counsel; Charles Gayle, Counsel; Maggie Goodlander, 
Counsel; Matthew N. Robinson, Counsel; Ted Kalo, Counsel; 
Priyanka Mara, Professional Staff Member; William S. Emmons, 
Legislative Aide/Professional Staff Member; Madeline Strasser, 
Chief Clerk; Rachel Calanni, Legislative Aide/Professional Staff 
Member; Julian Gerson, Professional Staff Member; Anthony 
Valdez, Fellow; Thomas Kaelin, Fellow; David Greengrass, Senior 
Counsel; John Doty, Senior Advisor; Moh Sharma, Member Serv­
ices and Outreach Advisor; John Williams, Parliamentarian; Jor­
dan Dashow, Professional Staff Member; Shadawn Reddick-Smith, 
Communications Director; Daniel Schwarz, Dirctor of Strategic 
Communications; Kayla Hamedi, Deputy Press Secretary; Kingsley 
Animley, Director of Administration; Janna Pickney, IT Director; 
Faisal Siddiqui, Deputy IT Manager; Kiah Lewis, Intern; Nick Ash­
ley, Intern; Alex Espinoza, Intern; Alex Thomson, Intern; Miriam 
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Siddiqui, Intern; Catherine Larson, Intern; Brendan Belair, Minor­
ity Staff Director; Bobby Parmiter, Minority Deputy Staff Director/ 
Chief Counsel; Jon Ferro, Minority Parliamentarian/General Coun­
sel; Erica Barker, Minority Deputy Parliamentarian; Paul Taylor, 
Minority Chief Counsel, Constitution Subcommittee; Ashley Callen, 
Minority Chief Oversight Counsel; Danny Johnson, Minority Over­
sight Counsel; and Jake Greenberg, Minority Oversight Counsel. 

Chairman NADLER. The House Committee on the Judiciary will 
come to order. Without objection, the chair is authorized to declare 
recesses of the committee at any time. 

Mr. BIGGS. I object. 
Chairman NADLER. Objection noted. 
A quorum is present. 
We are conducting this hearing on The Impeachment Inquiry 

Into President Donald J. Trump: Presentations From the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence and the House Judici­
ary Committee pursuant to House Resolution 660 and the special 
Judiciary Committee procedures that are described in Section 4(a) 
of that resolution. 

Here is how the committee will proceed for this hearing. I will 
make an opening statement, and then I will recognize the ranking 
member for an opening statement. After that, we will hear two sets 
of presentations. We will hear 30-minute opening arguments from 
counsels for the majority and the minority of this committee. 

[Disturbance in hearing room.] 
Chairman NADLER. Order in the room. Order in the room. Order 

in the committee room. 
The committee will come to order. 
Obviously, I shouldn't have to remind everyone present that the 

audience is here to observe but not to demonstrate, not to indicate 
agreement or disagreement with any witness or with any Member 
of the Committee. The audience is here to observe only, and we will 
maintain decorum in the hearing room. 

And, again, I will say here is how the committee will proceed for 
this hearing. I will make an opening statement, and then I will rec­
ognize the ranking member for an opening statement. After that, 
we will hear two sets of presentations. We will hear 30-minute 
opening arguments from counsels for the majority and the minority 
of this committee. 

Then we will hear 45-minute presentations of evidence from the 
majority and the minority counsel from the Permanent Select Com­
mittee on Intelligence, followed by 45 minutes of questioning by the 
Chair and Ranking Member, who may yield to counsel for ques­
tioning during this period. 

Finally, all of our members will have the opportunity to question 
the presenters from the Intelligence Committee under the 5-minute 
rule. 

I would note that the President's counsel was given the oppor­
tunity to participate today, but the White House has declined the 
invitation. 

I will now recognize myself for an opening statement. 
No matter his party or his politics, if the President places his 

own interests above those of the country, he betrays his oath of of­
fice. The President of the United States, the Speaker of the House, 
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the Majority Leader of the Senate, the Chief Justice of the Su­
preme Court, and the chairman and ranking members of the House 
Committee on the Judiciary all have one important thing in com­
mon: We have each taken an oath to preserve, protect, and defend 
the Constitution of the United States. 

If the President puts himself before the country, he violates the 
President's most basic responsibility: He breaks his oath to the 
American people. If he puts himself before the country in a manner 
that threatens our democracy, then our oath, our promise to the 
American people requires us to come to the defense of the Nation. 

That oath stands even when it is politically inconvenient, even 
when it might bring us under criticism, even when it might cost 
us our jobs as Members of Congress. And even if the President is 
unwilling to honor his oath, I am compelled to honor mine. 

As we heard in our last hearing, the Framers of the Constitution 
were careful students of history and clear in their vision for the 
new Nation. They knew that threats to democracy can take many 
forms, that we must protect against them. They warned us against 
the dangers of would-be monarchs, fake populists, and charismatic 
demagogues. They knew that the most dangerous threat to our 
country might come with within in the form of a corrupt executive 
who put his private interests above the interest of the Nation. 

They also knew that they could not anticipate every threat a 
President might someday pose, so they adopted the phrase "trea­
son, bribery, and other high crimes and misdemeanors"' to capture 
the full spectrum of possible Presidential misconduct. George 
Mason, who proposed this standard, said that it was meant to cap­
ture all manner of great and dangerous offenses against the Con­
stitution. 

The debates around the framing make clear that the most seri­
ous of such offenses include abuse of power, betrayal of the Nation 
through foreign entanglements, and corruption of public office. Any 
one of these violations of the public trust would compel the mem­
bers of this committee to take action. When combined in a single 
course of action, they state the strongest possible case for impeach­
ment and removal from office. President Trump put himself before 
country. 

Despite the political partisanship that seems to punctuate our 
hearings these days, I believe that there is common ground around 
some of these ideas, common ground in this hearing room, and 
common ground across the country at large. 

We agree, for example, that impeachment is a solemn, serious 
undertaking. We agree that it is meant to address serious threats 
to democratic institutions, like our free and fair elections. We agree 
that when the elections themselves are threatened by enemies for­
eign or domestic, we cannot wait until the next election to address 
the threat. 

We surely agree that no public official, including and especially 
the President of the United States, should use his public office for 
private gain. And we agree that no President may put himself be­
fore the country. 

The Constitution and his oath of office, his promise to America's 
citizens, require the President to put the country first. 
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If we could drop our blinders for just one moment, I think we 
would agree on a common set of facts as well. 

On July 25, President Trump called President Zelensky of 
Ukraine and asked him for a favor. That call was part of a con­
certed effort by President Trump to compel the Government of 
Ukraine to announce an investigation, not an investigation of cor­
ruption writ large, but an investigation of President Trump's polit­
ical rivals and only his political rivals. President Trump put him­
self before country. 

The record shows that President Trump withheld military aid, 
allocated by the United States Congress, from Ukraine. It also 
shows that he withheld a White House meeting from President 
Zelensky. Multiple witnesses, including respected diplomats, na­
tional security professionals, and decorated war veterans, all testi­
fied to the same basic fact: President Trump withheld the aid and 
the meeting in order to pressure a foreign government to do him 
that favor. President Trump put himself before country. 

And when the President got caught, when Congress discovered 
that the aid had been withheld from Ukraine, the President took 
extraordinary and unprecedented steps to conceal evidence from 
Congress and from the American people. 

These facts are not in dispute. In fact, most of the arguments 
about these facts appear to be beside the point. 

As we review the evidence today, I expect we will hear much 
about the whistleblower who brought his concerns about the July 
25 call to the Inspector General of the intelligence community. 

Let me be clear. Every fact alleged by the whistleblower has been 
substantiated by multiple witnesses again and again, each of whom 
has been questioned extensively by Democrats and Republicans 
alike. The allegations also match up with the President's own 
words, as released by the White House, words that he still says 
were perfect. 

I also expect to hear complaints about the term "quid pro quo," 
as if a person needs to verbally acknowledge the name of a crime 
while he is committing it for it to be a crime at all. 

The record on this point is also clear. Multiple officials testified 
that the President's demand for an investigation into his rivals was 
a part of his personal political agenda and not related to the for­
eign policy objectives of the United States. Multiple officials testi­
fied that the President intended to withhold the aid until Ukraine 
announced the investigations. And, yes, multiple officials testified 
that they understood this arrangement to be a quid pro quo for the 
President's personal political benefit. President Trump put himself 
before country. 

The President's supporters are going to argue that this whole 
process is unfair. The record before us is clear on this point as well. 
We invited the President to participate in this hearing, to question 
witnesses, and to present evidence that might explain the charges 
against him. President Trump chose not to show. He may not have 
much to say in his own defense, but he cannot claim that he did 
not have an opportunity to be heard. 

Finally, as we proceed today we will hear a great deal about the 
speed with which the House is addressing the President's actions. 
To the Members of the Committee, to the Members of the House, 
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and to my fellow citizens, I want to be absolutely clear: The integ­
rity of our next election is at stake. Nothing could be more urgent. 
The President welcomed foreign interference in our elections in 
2016. He demanded it for 2020. Then he got caught. 

If you do not believe that he will do it again, let me remind you 
that the President's personal lawyer spent last week back in 
Ukraine meeting with government officials in an apparent attempt 
to gin up the same so-called favors that brought us here today and 
forced Congress to consider the impeachment of a sitting President. 
This pattern of conduct represents a continuing risk to the country. 

The evidence shows that Donald J. Trump, the President of the 
United States, has put himself before his country. He has violated 
his most basic responsibilities to the people. He has broken his 
oath. 

I will honor mine. If you would honor yours, then I would urge 
you to do your duty. Let us review the record here in full view of 
the American people, and then let us move swiftly to defend our 
country. We promised that we would. 

I now recognize the Ranking Member of the Judiciary Com­
mittee--

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman--
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. The gentleman from Georgia, 

Mr. Collins--
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent-­
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. For his opening statement. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman from Georgia is recognized. 

The gentleman from Georgia is recognized. The gentleman from 
Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. COLLINS. So you are not going to recognize a possible motion 
before me? 

Mr. BIGGS. Unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLLINS. A unanimous consent request? It is a unanimous 

consent request. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman from Georgia is recognized. 

We will entertain that later. 
Mr. BIGGS. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, last week you were furnished with a 

proper demand for a minority hearing pursuant to clause 2(j)(l) of 
Rule XL In a blatant and egregious violation of the rules, you are 
refusing to schedule that hearing. Therefore, I insist on my point 
of order unless you are willing to immediately schedule a minority 
hearing day. 

Chairman NADLER. That is not a proper point of order in today's 
hearings. As I have told the Ranking Member several times now, 
I am considering the minority's request. 

Mr. BIGGS. It is not to be considered, Mr. Chairman-­
Chairman NADLER. If the Ranking Member-the gentleman will 

suspend-if the Ranking Member thinks we would be violating the 
rules of the House if we considered Articles of Impeachment before 
holding a minority day hearing, his point of order would be timely 
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at a meeting where we considered Articles of Impeachment. That 
is not the purpose of today's hearing, and the point of order is not 
timely. 

The gentleman from Georgia. 
Mr. COLLINS. Well, that got us started again, the chairman com­

pletely not answering a question. It is timely, and it is, frankly, not 
up to his discretion, but again and again, we have not really cared 
about that from the start to begin with. So my question is, is just 
schedule the hearing, but undoubtedly, that is not what they want 
out there. 

So let's start over now that the chairman has recognized and we 
have got that point. You know, there have been famous moments 
in impeachment. There have been famous moments in impeach­
ment as we have gone forward. There are famous lines from Nixon, 
like, what did President and when did he know it? From the Clin­
ton impeachment there was, I did not have sex with that woman. 

What would be known about this one is probably, where is the 
impeachable offense? Why are we here? 

I tell you, this may be, though, become known as the focus group 
impeachment, because we don't have a crime, we don't have any­
thing we can actually pin, and nobody understands really what the 
majority is trying to do except to interfere and basically make sure 
that they believe the President can't win next year if he is im­
peached. 

The focus group impeachment takes words and then takes them 
to people and say how, can we explain this better because we don't 
have the facts to match it? A focus group impeachment says, you 
know, we really aren't working with good facts, but we need a good 
PR move. 

That is why we are here today. This is all about, as I said last 
week, a clock and a calendar. And it really became evident to me 
that this was true because last Wednesday, after we had a long day 
of hearing here, the next morning, before anything else could get 
started, the Speaker of the House walked up to the podium and 
said go write Articles of Impeachment. She just quit. She just 
stopped. Go write Articles of Impeachment. 

I appreciate that the majority practiced for 2 days this weekend 
on this hearing. I appreciate the fact that you have got to try and 
get it right to try and convince the American people of your prob­
lem. But your Speaker has already undercut you. She took the 
thrill out of the room. You're writing Articles of Impeachment. Why 
couldn't we just save that time today, and if you're going to write 
the Articles of Impeachment, go ahead and write them? 

Well, there is probably a reason for that, because as the chair­
man laid out some amazing claims, none of which I think after this 
hearing today the American people can honestly look at and see 
that there is overwhelming evidence, there is a proper reason he 
abused his power, because as the Speaker, another statement she 
said, that to do impeachment you have to be so compelling and 
overwhelming and bipartisan, all of which we are not. 

So why not? Why are we here? Well, I think we can do this. Let's 
look at the three things that typically are associated with making 
your case for a crime. Let's do it against what the majority has 
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said. I think they have motive, they have means, and they have op­
portunity. 

What's their motive? It's November 2020. It's been said over and 
over and over again, the chairman said it again this morning, it's 
been said all along that we have to do this because if we don't im­
peach him, he'll win again next year. 

The reason is shown as clearly as last week on the jobs report 
and the economy. And as I had a man come up to me in the grocery 
store this weekend, he said, keep doing what you're doing. He said, 
I've never seen an economy this good. He said, people are working, 
people are being taken care of, and this is just a fatal distraction 
on a President that they don't like. 

Motive is easy. November 2016, they lost. January 2017, just a 
few minutes in, The Washington Post confirmed what every Demo­
crat had been talking about: Now is the time for impeachment. We 
see tweet after tweet saying now let's get it. It's amazing that they 
start with impeachment, and then they spent 2 years trying to fig­
ure out, what do we impeach him on? Well, the means became 
what we see now. 

The means is, is to always talk about impeachment, to always 
say this President is doing something wrong, to say he is illegit­
imate, as the Chairman has said before, that he is not even a le­
gitimate President. It is to constantly tear down at a President who 
is working on behalf of the American people. 

The sham impeachment. When we go through this, I think the 
chairman said something that was interesting. He said the Presi­
dent should not be above the law and should be held accountable 
for the oath of their office. I think Congress ought be held account­
able for their oath of office as well and not to do what we're doing 
right now, and that is run a process that doesn't fit fairness or de­
corum, to run a process and a fact pattern that you are having to 
force against a President you don't like. 

Well, what was the opportunity? The opportunity came last No­
vember when they got the majority and they began their impeach­
ment run. They began the process even as they were selecting the 
chairman. The chairman said that, I would be the best person for 
impeachment. 

This is November oflast year, before we had any hearings, before 
we had even we were sworn into this Congress. For anyone, the 
media or watching on TV or watching in this room, for anyone to 
think that this was not a baked deal is not being honest with them­
selves. 

You see, presumption has now become the standard instead of 
proof. It should cause anyone to begin to question, because the en­
tire case is built on a presumption, or as we found out last week 
from three scholars, that inference is okay. If you just infer that 
that is what they mean, then we will take that. That was an inter­
esting line. 

You know, it was interesting, they made their whole case built 
on Gordon Sondland. You are going to see that a lot today. He tes­
tified that he presumed that the aid was connected to an investiga­
tion, but he said nobody ever told him that. When Sandland even 
asked the President directly, he said: What do you want? The 



10290

8 

President: I want nothing. I want Zelensky to do what he ran on. 
Ukraine did nothing and got the aid anyway. 

But do you know how I know that this is also a problematic ex­
perience? Just look over the past 3 weeks when the chairman of 
the Intelligence Committee-who, by the way, is absent today, I 
guess he can't back up his own report-but he started his own 
hearing by making up the factual call. When he made it up he 
started the fairy tale that we're having today. If you can't even put 
the transcript in the right context, just read it. Chairman Schiff 
couldn't even read the transcript. He had to make it up, because 
if he didn't make it up, it didn't sound as bad. It didn't sound as 
bad. 

He said, listen. He said, let's make up some dirt. That's not what 
was said, the transcript. The chairman misled the American peo­
ple. 

As an attorney, as a chairman, as a Member of Congress who 
swore an oath to tell-basically to be honest with the American 
people and to uphold the Constitution, that was such a massive 
malpractice I've never seen. Because you know why? Again, they 
don't care about what actually was in the transcript. They don't ac­
tually care what happened. And we heard last week from witnesses 
they don't even care that the aid was released. They are simply 
looking at the facts to make it fit their narrative. 

Well, what else happened? You know, this is also the Chairman 
Schiff who also said that he has seen collusion in plain sight, that 
it was already there before the Mueller report ever came out, that 
all of this was going to happen. But, you know, I guess maybe I 
might need to just not stop commenting on Chairman Schiff and 
his comments because I may end up on the next phone records sub­
poena as we go forward. 

You see, we have taken a dangerous turn in this Congress. Sub­
poenas are fine properly done and should be done properly, but 
they should never be at the expense of a political vendetta. 

Professor Turley testified last week presumption is no substitute 
for proof. The current legal case for impeachment is not just woe­
fully inadequate, but in some respects dangerous and the basis for 
impeachment of an American President. 

Today what we were supposed to get was-I love when my 
friends on the majority of this committee said Mueller. When we 
got the Mueller report, it didn't go real well. So we had a lot of 
hearings, didn't go real well. Then we finally got Bob Mueller, and 
they said this is going to be the movie version. In fact, what hap­
pened? They did-my colleagues on the majority had live readings 
from Capitol Hill. They made dramatic podcasts. They even wrote 
a comic book rendition that breathed life into the Mueller report. 

And it didn't work. So they brought Bob Mueller. This was the 
movie version. They told us Robert Mueller's testimony would be 
the thing that people watched and would be convinced. Guess 
what? They wasn't convinced. In fact, it fell flat. 

But, you know, today, I guess, is the movie version of the Schiff 
report. Except one thing: The star witness failed to show up. Mr. 
Nunes is here. His staff is here. The leading headline is there, 
Schiff report, but where is Mr. Schiff? 
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In Mueller, Robert Mueller testified. The Ken Starr report, Ken 
Starr testified. The author of the Schiff report is not here. Instead, 
he's sending his staff to do his job for him. I guess that's what you 
get when you're making up impeachment as you go. 

So as we look forward here, there is going to be plenty of time 
to discuss the factual case for this and the statements that are not 
being made. What is very detrimental to me, though, is this: This 
committee is not hearing from a factual witness. This committee is 
not doing anything past hearing from law school professors and 
staff. 

We have not been given the-the chairman said something about 
the President not being able to come. Show me where he would ac­
tually have a proper process in this that is not talking to staff and 
not talking to law school professors, when we could actually have 
witnesses that would be called by both sides. 

But I want to say this in ending. I love this institution. I was 
here as a 19-year-old kid, as an intern, almost 32 years ago. This 
institution, as we see it today, is in danger. We see chairmen who 
are issuing subpoenas for personal vendettas. We see committees, 
such as the Judiciary Committee, that has held many, many sub­
stantive hearings, has been the very center point of impeachment, 
being used as a rubber stamp because we get not our marching or­
ders from this committee and what it should be doing, but from the 
Speaker and the Intelligence Committee chairman. We are not able 
to do what we need to do because we're a rubber stamp. 

I love this institution, but in the last 3 days, over the last 3 or 
4 days, I've seen stuff that just bothered me to no end, and it 
should bother everyone. The Speaker of the House, after hearing 
1 day of testimony in the Judiciary Committee, said go write arti­
cles. Facts be damned. 

Al Green, another Member of the House majority, said we can 
keep impeaching him over and over and over and over again. 

Adam Schiff, when he told us he wasn't going to come, instead 
hide behind his staff, he also told us that we're going to keep inves­
tigating, because they know this is going nowhere in the Senate 
and they're desperate to have an impeachment vote on this Presi­
dent. 

The economy is good, job creation is up, the military is strong, 
our country is safe, and the Judiciary Committee has been rel­
egated to this. Why? Because they have the means, they have the 
motive, and they have the opportunity. And at the end of the day, 
all this is about is about a clock and a calendar because they can't 
get over the fact Donald Trump is President of the United States, 
and they don't have a candidate that they think can beat him. It's 
all political. 

And as we have talked about before, this is a show. Unfortu­
nately, today, the witness who is supposed to be the star witness 
chose to take a pass and let his staff answer for him. 

With that, I yield back. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Thank you, Mr. Collins. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
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Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, clause 2(j)(l) of Rule XI requires you 
to schedule a minority hearing day, not to consider, not to meet to 
discuss it, but to schedule one, and to schedule it at a reasonable 
time, not after articles have been drawn, not after there has been 
a vote on Articles of Impeachment. 

I inquire and insist, Mr. Chairman, that you immediately sched-
ule a minority hearing day or tell us why you are­

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. BIGGS [continuingJ. Ignoring the rules. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman-we've already gone through 

that. But I will repeat, that is not a proper point of order in today's 
hearing. As I've told the Ranking Minority Member several times, 
I am considering the minority's request. 

If you think we would be violating the Rules of the House if we 
consider the Articles of Impeachment before holding a minority day 
hearing, that point of order would be timely at a meeting where we 
considered such articles. It's not the purpose of today's hearing, 
and the point of order is not in order. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, since I've been implicated in this, 
I'd like to ask for--

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, other opening statements 
will be included in the record. 

Mr. COLLINS. Reserve my point of objection on that. 
Chairman NADLER. Okay. The point of objection--
Mr. COLLINS. I have a question. You brought-you brought my 

name into this. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. COLLINS. You have brought my name into this. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
The gentleman is recognized. 
Mr. COLLINS. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Telling me that you're considering you have nothing to con­

sider-and you have told me that, I'll admit on record-is nowhere 
close to actually following your duty as a chairman to follow the 
rules. 

And so I think the point of order is very well taken. I think the 
issue that we have is not-I think your timing is-I mean, show 
me, please, in the rule, have your parliamentarian show me in the 
rules where you come to a time of actually being able to deny this 
up to a certain point. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Further reserving the right to object. 
Chairman NADLER. As I-as I've said--
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Further reserving the right to object. 
Chairman NADLER. As I have said, the point of order would be 

in order at the meeting where we are considering articles-­
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Further reserving the right to object. 
Chairman NADLER. We will now hear presentations--
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I appeal the decision of the 

chair. 
Chairman NADLER. There is no decision to appeal. There was not 

a ruling and a motion. 
We will now hear presentations--
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. There's a ruling on the point of order. 
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Mr. GAETZ. You made a ruling on the point of order, Mr. Chair­
man. You can't then not allow us to appeal the ruling of the chair. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. It was not a 
cognizable point of order. It was not-it was not a cognizable point 
of order. It was not in order at this time to make that point of 
order. There is no ruling to appeal. 

Mr. BIGGS. But, Mr. Chairman, the rule was your obligation, not 
consideration. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman-the gentleman--
Mr. BIGGS. You are obligated to schedule, not to consider. You 

made a ruling. It is in order to appeal. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. We are doing 

what we have to do under the rules. 
We will now hear presentations of evidence-­
Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Chairman--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized. We will 

now make presentations of evidence from counsel-­
Mr. GAETZ. I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. COLLINS. I haven't removed my objection yet. 
Chairman NADLER. I will not recognize the parliamentary m­

quiry at this time. 
We will now recognize presentations of evidence from counsels to 

the Judiciary--
Mr. GAETZ. Is this when we just hear staff ask questions of other 

staff and the members get dealt out of this whole hearing? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. GAETZ. In the next 4 hours, you're going to try to overturn 

the result of an election with unelected people giving--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. This order-this 

meeting will be-this hearing will be considered in-will be consid­
ered in an orderly fashion. The gentleman will not yell out and he 
will not attempt to disrupt the proceedings. 

We will now hear presentations of evidence from counsels to the 
Judiciary Committee for up to 60 minutes, equally divided. 

Mr. COLLINS. I have not removed my objection yet. 
Chairman NADLER. Barry Berke will present for the majority and 

Stephen Castor will present for the minority. 
Each of you will have 30 minutes to present. To help you stay 

within that time, there is a timing light on your table. When the 
light switches from green to yellow, you have 1 minute to conclude 
your testimony. When the light turns red, it signals your time has 
expired. 

Mr. Berke, you may begin. 
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, you do realize I've never withdrawn 

my objection. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. COLLINS. I've not withdrawn my objection. You've not talked 

to my objection. I want everybody to have an opening statement. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will-the gentleman will sus­

pend. 
Mr. COLLINS. I'm objecting to your opening statement comments, 

nothing else. 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Berke is recognized. 
Mr. COLLINS. The steamroll continues. 
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Chairman NADLER. Mr. Berke has the floor. 
Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Collins, 

and all the members. 
Before I had the great honor of being a counsel for this com­

mittee, my young son asked me a question. He said, Dad, does the 
President have to be a good person? 

Like many questions by young children, it had a certain clarity, 
but it was hard to answer. I said, Son, it is not a requirement that 
the President be a good person, but that is the hope. 

And it is not a requirement that the President be a good person. 
That is not why we are here today. That is not the issue. 

But the very document that created the awesome Presidency and 
its powers that we have made clear it is a requirement that the 
President be a person who does not abuse his power. It is a re­
quirement that the President be a person who does not risk na­
tional security of this Nation and the integrity of our elections in 
order to further his own reelection prospects. It is a requirement 
that the President not be a person who acts as though he is above 
the law in putting his personal and political interests above the 
Nation's interest. 

That is the lesson of the Constitution. That is the lesson of the 
Founders. They were concerned that someone would be elected 
President who would use all the power of that office to serve his 
own personal interests at the expense of the people who elected 
him. They decided there needed to be a remedy because they had 
suffered the abuses of King George where they had no remedy. 

The remedy they imposed was that if a President commits a 
grave offense, a high crime or misdemeanor, this body has the 
power to impeach that President. They wanted to ensure that a 
President could not serve his own interests over that of the Nation. 

It flows from the very oath that all Members of this body must 
take, to support and defend the Constitution and bear true faith 
and allegiance to the same. That is why we are here today, and it 
is an unfortunate occasion that these proceedings are necessary, 
but the President's actions have left no choice. 

The Founders were very clear in spelling out what they saw to 
be the greatest abuses that would raise the most concerns for our 
Nation. They spelled them out as warning signals, that if a Presi­
dent violated or committed one of these, that would be a reason to 
potentially impeach that President. They were abuse of power, be­
trayal of the national interest, corruption of elections. 

And what is so extraordinary is the conduct we are going to be 
talking about today of President Trump didn't violate one of these, 
but all three. 

First, the evidence is overwhelming that the President abused 
his power by pressuring Ukraine and its new President to inves­
tigate a political opponent. The evidence is overwhelming that the 
President abused his power by ramping up that pressure by condi­
tioning a wanted White House meeting and a needed military aid 
that had been approved in order to get that President to inves­
tigate a political rival. 

It is clear and overwhelming that in abusing that power, the 
President betrayed the national interest by putting his own polit­
ical prospects over the national security of our country. It is clear 
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that the President risked corrupting our elections by inviting for­
eign interference to knock out an adversary to help his prospects 
in reelection. 

It is why in debating the Constitution James Madison warned 
that because the Presidency was to be administered by a single 
man, his corruption might be fatal to the Republic. And the scheme 
by President Trump was so brazen, so clear, supported by docu­
ments, actions, sworn testimony, uncontradicted contemporaneous 
records that it is hard to imagine that anybody could dispute those 
acts, let alone argue that that conduct does not constitute an im­
peachable offense or offenses. 

This is a big deal. President Trump did what a President of our 
Nation is not allowed to do. It is why last week the constitutional 
scholar Professor Michael Gerhardt said, "If what we are talking 
about is not impeachable, then nothing is impeachable." 

President Trump's actions are impeachable offenses. They threat­
en our rule of law. They threaten our institutions. And as James 
Madison warned us, they threaten our Republic. 

Let me begin where we must, with the facts in evidence. First, 
it's important to understand why Ukraine was so important to our 
national security. Ukraine was under attack by its aggressive and 
hostile neighbor, Russia. They had already encroached on its terri­
tories. The Ukraine was at great risk that Russia would again take 
further territory or try. Europe had a stake in this, and so did we. 

I am going to turn to an expert on this, Ambassador Taylor, who 
is one of the most highly decorated diplomats and recognized dip­
lomats. For over 40 years, he served our country honorably, and he 
was appointed by President Trump himself to be in charge of the 
U.S. Embassy in Ukraine. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. BERKE. That is Ambassador Taylor explaining why Ukraine 

was so important and explaining why the President's actions so sig­
nificantly risked hurting our national security, our national defense 
policy, and our national interest. 

Now, you have already heard there is significant proof that 
President Trump himself told the new President of Ukraine, Presi­
dent Zelensky, that he wanted him to investigate a political rival, 
former Vice President Joe Eiden, and you will hear a lot about that 
today. 

But that proof is only the tip of the iceberg. There are so many 
more events and meetings and contemporaneous text messages, 
emails, other documents that show this happened and happened 
exactly as it is alleged. And it is clear that in the scheme to pres­
sure Ukraine to investigate a political rival, the person at the cen­
ter of that scheme was President Donald Trump. 

The facts cannot be disputed. President Trump used the powers 
of government for a domestic political errand, to put his political 
interests above that of the Nation. 

I'm going to turn to another expert. I'm going to turn to Dr. 
Fiona Hill, the National Security Council Senior Director in the 
Trump administration, and she is going to explain what happened. 

[Video shown.] 
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Mr. BERKE. And that tells you what the evidence shows: The 
President put his own domestic political interests over the Nation's 
national security and foreign policy. 

A President cannot abuse his power to secure an election. He 
cannot do that at the expense of the American people. That is an 
impeachable offense. 

The President has tried to make excuses for his conduct, why it's 
not wrongful or corrupt or an abuse of power. But the truth holds 
together. It makes sense. It's consistent with the evidence. 

When someone is offering an excuse that is not true, it is not 
consistent with the evidence, it does not make sense, it cannot be 
squared with what the facts show, and you will see these excuses 
do not make sense. The facts are clear that President Trump put 
his own political and personal interests over the Nation's interest. 

I'd like to go through what you are going to see about the Presi­
dent's scheme and you're going to hear about today from the facts 
that we have. 

First, you're going to hear that President Trump's personal law­
yer, Rudy Giuliani, pushed Ukraine to open an investigation of his 
political rival. Mr. Giuliani, prior to the July 25 call, he made pub­
lic statements that Ukraine should investigate the former Vice 
President, Joe Eiden. He tweeted about it, putting pressure on the 
new President. He went to Ukraine and later went again with the 
assist and direction of U.S. officials who were told to aid the Presi­
dent's personal lawyer on the President's behalf. 

You will hear that President Trump told his aides that he was 
relying on for Ukraine that he wanted them to, quote, "talk to 
Rudy." What you are going to hear is that his close advisers had 
just gotten back, on May 23, from the inauguration of the new 
President, President Zelensky. They told President Trump: We 
were impressed. He was elected on an anticorruption platform, a 
reform platform. You should schedule a White House meeting. It's 
very important. This is very good for the United States. 

And the President's response was, "talk to Rudy," who had been 
out there claiming what the Ukrainian President had to do was in­
vestigate his political rival. 

You will hear that President Trump's advisers told President 
Zelensky that President Trump would not schedule the wanted 
White House meeting unless he announced a Ukrainian investiga­
tion of former Vice President Eiden. There are documents. There 
is sworn testimony. This happened, and there is no question from 
the evidence that the President did this. And President Zelensky 
desperately needed a White House meeting both to show Russia 
that the U.S. was still supporting Ukraine and for his own credi­
bility as a new President. 

You will hear, then, to ramp up the pressure, what President 
Trump did is he told his agencies to withhold military and security 
aid that had been approved and was supposed to be released to 
Ukraine, hundreds of millions of dollars, in order to put more pres­
sure on Ukraine. 

All the agencies involved-State Department, Defense Depart­
ment, National Security Council-said it should be released. It had 
been approved. It was going to be released until President Trump 
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personally stopped it. And again, contemporaneous evidence and 
documents show it and prove it. 

People said that they were shocked. Ambassador Taylor said he 
was in astonishment. A witness said that it was illogical to do this, 
and the President never offered an explanation. But ultimately it 
was discovered why he did it. 

Then, on the July 25 call, President Trump explicitly told him he 
wanted to conduct-he wanted him to do two Ukrainian investiga­
tions, one of a U.S. citizen and his political rival and the other 
about the origins of the-of interference in the 2016 election, some 
conspiracy theory that Russia, who all the intelligence agencies 
agreed interfered with the 2016 election, that maybe it was 
Ukraine. Again, another investigation intended to help the Presi­
dent politically. That is it. 

And you know the President cared about the investigations that 
would help him politically and not Ukraine and not the national se­
curity interest. 

And you don't have to make my word. I'm going to play some­
thing from David Holmes, who had worked in the U.S. Embassy in 
Ukraine and was speaking to Ambassador Sandland, who President 
Trump appointed. 

Ambassador Sandland had just come to the Ukraine on the 26th. 
He met with President Zelensky. He went to a restaurant with Mr. 
Holmes, the U.S. political affairs counsel in Ukraine, and he called 
President Trump on his cell phone, and Mr. Holmes could hear 
that call, and then he spoke to Mr. Sandland. 

Let's see what happened on July 26, the day after that call. 
[Video shown.] 
Mr. BERKE. That is sworn testimony by David Holmes, who 

heard it from the President himself. And it was clear to everyone, 
the most experienced people in government, who Donald Trump 
himself appointed in their positions, they knew what was going on. 

Let's look at a text message from Ambassador Taylor around this 
time on September 9. He said, "As I said on the phone, I think it's 
crazy to withhold security assist for help with a political cam­
paign." Again, that is President Trump putting his own political 
and personal interests over the Nation's interests, to hold aid des­
perately needed by Ukraine in order to combat Russia and show 
the support. He did it to help his own campaign. 

Now, there have been excuses offered by the President. I'd like 
to briefly talk about those excuses. 

The first excuse offered by President Trump is that the aid was 
ultimately released and President Trump met with Mr. Zelensky. 
We heard it today. 

The challenge with that, though, as an excuse is the aid was only 
released after President Trump got caught doing the scheme. On 
September 9, the committees of this House started their investiga­
tion and announced they were investigating his conduct with re­
gard to Ukraine. Two days later was when he released the aid. 

And he also-there also was a news article, which we will talk 
about in a moment, by The Washington Post on September 5 expos­
ing his scheme. And it was only after that that he met with Mr.­
with President Zelensky, not in the White House, but in New York. 
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Another excuse offered: The President was motivated by general 
corruption concerns. And again, the evidence shows that is not true 
that that's what caused him to withhold the aid. President 
Zelensky, in fact, was elected on an anticorruption platform. He 
was a reform candidate. His own people told him again and again, 
President Zelensky is a hope. He is doing it the right way. They 
urged him to be supportive. 

On his call with President Zelensky on July 25 President Trump 
ignored the talking points that were prepared to talk about corrup­
tion. He only wanted to talk about two things, the two investiga­
tions that helped him politically. Every intelligence agency unani­
mously supported releasing the aid to Ukraine. That was appro­
priate. They did a study, a corruption study. They said release it. 
The White House never provided an explanation. The aid had al­
ready been approved, and it was not for anticorruption issues that 
President Trump withheld it. 

The next is Ukraine was not pressured. And the argument about 
that is, well, today they haven't said they were pressured. Well, 
Ukraine was pressured then and still is pressured. They are des­
perately in need of the United States' support as they battle the 
threat of Russia. So, of course, they have to be careful what they 
said. But contemporaneous documents, emails, texts from the 
Ukrainian officials themselves show the pressure they felt, show 
they knew what President Trump was doing, showed what they 
had to do. 

This is one from Bill Taylor to, again, Ambassador Gordon 
Sondland and Kurt-and Ambassador Kurt Volker. "Gordon, one 
thing Kurt and I talked about yesterday was Sasha Danyliuk's," a 
senior aide of President Zelensky, "point that President Zelensky is 
sensitive about Ukraine being taken seriously, not merely an in­
strument in Washington domestic, reelection politics." 

They not only felt the pressure, they got the message. They were 
not going to get a White House meeting, they were ultimately not 
going to get military aid unless they furthered President Trump's 
reelection efforts. That is a corrupt abuse of power. 

Another argument that's made is that Trump never said quid pro 
quo. And what you are going to hear is on a call with Ambassador 
Sondland, after a Washington Post article came out on September 
5, which we will look at, after there was a Washington Post article 
that came out that again exposed the Ukrainian scheme, days after 
that, President Trump was on a phone call with Ambassador 
Sondland and without prompting said there was no quid pro quo, 
because he got caught, so he is offering his defense. 

But even Ambassador Sondland in his sworn testimony didn't 
buy it because, ultimately, then President Trump not only was not 
dissuaded, he again described what he wanted. He didn't want 
Ukraine to actually conduct these investigations, he wanted them 
to announce investigations of his political rival to help him politi­
cally, he continued, and you'll hear more about that. 

Again, none of these excuses hold any water, and they are re­
futed by testimony, contemporaneous records, and more. 

Now, some have suggested that we should wait to proceed with 
these impeachment proceedings because we have not heard from 
all of the witnesses or obtained all the documents. But the reason 
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we have not heard from all the witnesses or documents is because 
President Trump himself has obstructed the investigation. He has 
directed his most senior aides who are involved in some of these 
events not to come testify, to defy subpoenas. He has told every one 
of his agencies with records that could be relevant not to produce 
those records to us, to try to obstruct our investigation. 

Now, this is evidence that President Trump is replaying the play­
book used in the prior Department of Justice investigation. In that 
investigation, he directed his White House counsel to create a false, 
phony record and document and lie, denying that President Trump 
had told him to fire the special counsel. 

He did many other things to try to interfere with that investiga­
tion. He attacked the investigators and witnesses and called them 
horrible names, just as he has done here. 

And President Trump thought he got away with it. On July 24 
was the day that Special Counsel-the Special Counsel testified be­
fore this committee and the House Intelligence Committee, the 
24th. 

It was exactly the following day, the 25th, that President Trump 
spoke to President Zelensky in furtherance of his Ukrainian 
scheme. He thought he got away with it. Not only that, he thought 
he could use his powers to interfere with that investigation so he 
could do what he wanted, he could act like he was above the law. 
And if he got caught, he would again use his powers to try to ob­
struct the investigation and prevent the facts from coming out, and 
that's exactly what he did. 

But fortunately, fortunately, because of the true American patri­
ots who came forward to testify despite the threats by the Presi­
dent against the people who worked in his own administration, 
they told the story. They, on their own, produced documents that 
provide uncontroverted, clear, and overwhelming evidence that 
President Trump did the scheme. He put his political reelection in­
terests over the Nation's national security and the integrity of its 
elections. He did it intentionally. He did it corruptly. He abused his 
powers in ways that the Founders feared the most. 

No person in this country has the ability to prevent investiga­
tions, and neither does the President. Our Constitution does not 
allow it. No one is above the law, not even the President. 

And one of the concerns and requirements of finding an impeach­
able offense, is there an urgency, is there a sense that you have 
to move because it could be repeated? Well, again, first, all the con­
stitutional experts who testified recognize that obstructing an in­
vestigation is an impeachable offense. But here the offense we're 
talking about that's being interfered or obstructed with is inter­
fering with the very election that's coming up. 

And I submit to you, given what happened with the Department 
of Justice investigation, given what's happening here, if in fact 
President Trump can get away with what he did again, our imagi­
nation is the only limit to what President Trump may do next or 
what a future President may do next to try to abuse his or her 
power to serve his own personal interests over the Nation's inter­
est. 

I'd like to turn back to what the Founders most cared about 
when we talk about the ABCs of potential Presidential abuses. It 
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is extraordinary that the President's conduct was a trifecta, check­
ing all three boxes. 

Let's begin with abuse of power. What that means, it is to use 
the power of the office to obtain an improper personal benefit while 
ignoring or injuring the national interest or acts in ways that are 
grossly inconsistent with and undermine the separation of powers 
that is the foundation of our democratic system. 

Now, this question of whether the President engaged in an abuse 
of power came up before when this Congress considered the im­
peachment of President Nixon. And after action was taken Presi­
dent Nixon famously said, "if the President does it, it is not illegal." 
And this body rejected that because that's not so. That goes directly 
contrary to what the Founders said. 

But President Trump has said the same thing in responding to 
the prior investigation by the Department of Justice and defending 
his conduct. Here is what he said. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. BERKE. That he has the right to do whatever he wants as 

President. That is as wrong as when President Nixon said a similar 
thing. That is not what the Constitution provides. That is not what 
the country demands. He does not have the right to do whatever 
he wants. 

Turning to the second abuse of power most of concern, betrayal 
of the Nation involving foreign powers. The American people have 
suffered that foreign influence when President Trump treated mili­
tary aid that had been approved, taxpayers' dollars, and decided to 
treat it as his own checkbook to try to further his own reelection 
chances. That reflects what the Founders were concerned about. 

And finally, corruption of our elections. The Framers knew that 
corrupt leaders or leaders acting corruptly concentrate their powers 
to manipulate elections and undercut adversaries. They talked 
about it frequently. That is why the Framers thought electoral 
treachery, particularly involving foreign powers, was a critical 
abuse that could support and lead to impeachment. 

Now, the American people learned last election how dangerous 
foreign intervention in our elections can be. Let me show another 
clip from President-from candidate Trump on the campaign trail. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. BERKE. And Russia was listening. Within approximately 5 

hours, 5 hours of President Trump's invitation to Russia to inter­
fere in our election by trying to hack and obtain the emails of his 
political opponent, Russia in fact tried to do that for the first time. 
The very officers who were then indicted by the Department of Jus­
tice for that conduct, they took candidate Trump's invitation. 

Now, the American people learned a lesson. President Trump, 
unfortunately, apparently learned a different lesson. Let's look. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. BERKE. So this was President Trump answering a question 

about what did he want President Zelensky to do. So even after he 
got caught, he is saying again, this vulnerable nation, dependent 
on U.S. support, militarily and otherwise, again, he is telling them 
what to do. And unlike in 2016 when he only had a campaign plat­
form which to extend the invitation to a foreign power, now he has 
the levers of government in his control to not only request it and 
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invite it, but to pressure that country to do it. And that is exactly 
what he did. And you'll hear more about that in the presentation 
from the House Intelligence Committee. 

And what's most striking as we come back to this issue that the 
Framers were concerned about, is there a continuing risk of wrong­
doing, the fact that President Trump did this after he was caught 
shows the risk, shows the risk of what will happen if this body 
doesn't act. He really does believe he can act as though he were 
above the law. He really does believe, as evidenced by this conduct, 
that he can put his personal and political interests over the Na­
tion's interest, over the Nation's national security interest, over the 
Nation's integrity of its elections. 

So, of course, we do have an election coming up. That's not a rea­
son to postpone this discussion, that's a reason we must have this 
discussion, to make sure it is not interfered with, to make sure this 
President doesn't do it, to make sure future Presidents do not do 
it. 

It is the hope that in these discussions we can put aside political 
rancor, disagreements, and have a fair discussion about the facts 
and misconduct, not just as it relates to President Trump but as 
to the Presidency itself and future Presidents. 

My son, our children, our grandchildren, they will study this mo­
ment in history. They will read all of your remarks. They will learn 
about all of your actions. And that is not a reason to vote for or 
against impeachment. For that, of course, you must vote your con­
science. 

But that is a reason for us to have a fair debate about what the 
undisputed facts show, to recognize that it is wrong, it is very 
wrong, and it cannot happen again with this President or any 
President. 

It is a reason to talk about whether we want our children and 
grandchildren to live in a country where the President, elected by 
the people, can put his own personal and political interests over 
the interests of the people who elected him. 

It is a reason for these debates to again fairly focus on the facts 
and to make sure the presentations we are going to hear will not 
distort the record, focus on process points, raise extraneous matters 
that really are intended to distract rather than focus on what the 
conduct was at issue here. It is a reason to focus on the facts and 
what is in the country's best interest. 

History, future generations, will be the judge. 
Chairman NADLER. Thank you, Mr. Berke. 
Chairman NADLER. Thank you, Mr. Berke. 
Mr. Castor, you are--
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman? Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. You are recognized for 30 min-

utes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Castor is recognized for 30 minutes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Castor is recognized for 30 minutes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, the witness has vio­

lated rule XVII, and my point of order should be heard. 
Chairman NADLER. Point of order. 



10302

20 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. The witness has used language which 
impugns the motives of the President and suggests he's disloyal to 
his country, and those words should be stricken from the record 
and taken down. 

Chairman NADLER. The point of order is not sustained. Wit-
nesses are not subject to the rules of decorum-­

Mr. GAETZ. Appeal the ruling of the chair. 
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. In the same way Members are. 
The topic of the hearing is the President's misconduct, so none 

of us should find it surprising that we are hearing testimony that 
is critical of the President. I do not find that the witness's com­
ments are disorderly. I find they are pertinent to the subject mat­
ter of this hearing. 

The witness would be able to continue, except that his time has 
expired. 

Mr. Castor is recognized. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, it's not-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, my point of order is 

not that his words are disorderly; they are unparliamentary. They 
violate the rules of the House and should be taken down. 

This is not about his conduct. He's talking about the motives-­
Chairman NADLER The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana [continuing]. And the character of the 

President of the United States. 
Chairman NADLER The gentleman will suspend. 
The rules of decorum apply to Members of the House, not to wit-

nesses. 
The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I appeal the ruling of the chair. 
Chairman NADLER That is not a ruling. There was no--
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. It is a ruling on a point of order. It's 

appealable. 
Chairman NADLER The point of order is not sustained. 
Mr. COLLINS. I appeal the ruling of the chair. 
Chairman NADLER. Appeals the ruling of the chair? 
Ms. LOFGREN. I move to table the--
Chairman NADLER The motion is made to table the appeal of the 

ruling of the chair. The motion is--
Mr. COLLINS. I move the motion to table is made in writing. I 

move the motion is made in writing. 
Chairman NADLER The motion to table is not in debate-is not­

all in favor of the motion to-all in favor of the motion to table will 
say aye. 

Opposed, no. 
Mr. COLLINS. Whoa, whoa, whoa, whoa. 
Chairman NADLER. The motion to table--
Mr. COLLINS. She has to put it in writing first. Then you can call 

the vote. 
Chairman NADLER. The motion to table is--
Mr. COLLINS. At least you're following the rules. 
Chairman NADLER. The motion to table is sustained. 
Mr. COLLINS. Roll call. 
Chairman NADLER. The clerk will the roll. 
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Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler? 
Chairman NADLER. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes aye. 
Ms. Lofgren? 
Ms. LOFGREN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes aye. 
Ms. Jackson Lee? 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes aye. 
Mr. Cohen? 
Mr. COHEN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes aye. 
Mr. Johnson of Georgia? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes aye. 
Mr. Deutch? 
Mr. D.1mTCH. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes aye. 
Ms. Bass? 
Ms. BASS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes aye. 
Mr. Richmond? 
Mr. RICHMOND. Aye. 
Ms. S'rRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes aye. 
Mr. Jeffries? 
Mr. JEFFRIES. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes aye. 
Mr. Cicilline? 
Mr. CICILLINE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes aye. 
Mr. Swalwell? 
Mr. SWALWELL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes aye. 
Mr. Lieu? 
Mr. LIEU. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Lieu votes aye. 
Mr. Raskin? 
Mr. RASKIN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes aye. 
Ms. Jayapal? 
Ms. JAYAPAL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes aye. 
Mrs. Demings? 
Mrs. DEMINGS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes aye. 
Mr. Correa? 
Mr. CORREA. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes aye. 
Ms. Scanlon? 
Ms. SCANLON. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes aye. 
Ms. Garcia? 
Ms. GARCIA. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes aye. 
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Mr. Neguse? 
Mr. NEGUSE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes aye. 
Mrs. McBath? 
Mrs. MCBATH. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes aye. 
Mr. Stanton? 
Mr. STANTON. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes aye. 
Ms. Dean? 
Ms. DEAN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes aye. 
Ms. Mucarsel-Powell? 
Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes aye. 
Ms. Escobar? 
Ms. EscoBAR. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes aye. 
Mr. Collins? 
Mr. COLLINS. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes no. 
Mr. Sensenbrenner? 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Sensenbrenner votes no. 
Mr. Chabot? 
Mr. CHABOT. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes no. 
Mr. Gohmert? 
Mr. GOIIMERT. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes no. 
Mr. Jordan? 
Mr. JORDAN. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes no. 
Mr. Buck? 
[No response.] 
Ms. S'rRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe? 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes no. 
Mrs. Roby? 
Mrs. ROBY. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes no. 
Mr. Gaetz? 
Mr. GAETZ. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes no. 
Mr. Johnson of Louisiana? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes no. 
Mr. Biggs? 
[No response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. McClintock? 
Mr. McCLIN'rocK. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes no. 
Mrs. Lesko? 
Mrs. LESKO. No. 
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Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes no. 
Mr. Reschenthaler? 
LNo response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cline? 
Mr. CLINE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes no. 
Mr. Armstrong? 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes no. 
Mr. Steube? 
Mr. STEUBE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes no. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, how am I recorded? 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Biggs, you are not recorded. 
Mr. BIGGS. I said no. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes no. 
Chairman NADLER. Has every member voted who wishes to vote? 
The clerk will report. 
Ms. S'rRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 24 ayes and 15 noes. 
Chairman NADLER. The motion to table is carried. 
Mr. Castor--
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, parliamentary inquiry. May I make a 

parliamentary inquiry? 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Castor is recognized. 
I will not recognize a parliamentary inquiry at this time. 
Mr. Castor is recognized for 30 minutes. 
Mr. CASTOR. Good morning, Chairman Nadler, Ranking Member 

Collins, members of the committee, and members of the staff. My 
name is Steve Castor. I'm a congressional staff member. I serve 
with the Oversight Committee on the Republican staff with Mr. 
Jordan. 

I'm also-for purposes of this investigation, I'm a shared staffer 
with the Judiciary Committee and Mr. Collins and the House Per­
manent Select Committee on Intelligence and Mr. Nunes. 

It sure is atypical for a staffer to be presenting, but, again, 
thanks for having me. 

The purpose of this hearing, as we understand it, is to discuss 
whether President Donald J. Trump's conduct fits the definition of 
a high crime and misdemeanor-it does not-such that the com­
mittee should consider Articles of Impeachment to remove the 
President from office-and it should not. 

This case, in many respects, comes down to eight lines in a call 
transcript. Let me say clearly and unequivocally that the answer 
to that question is, no, the record in the Democrats' impeachment 
inquiry does not show that President Trump abused the power of 
his office or obstructed Congress. To impeach a President who 63 
million people voted for over eight lines in a call transcript is balo­
ney. 

Democrats seek to impeach President Trump not because they 
have evidence of high crimes or misdemeanors but because they 
disagree with his policies. This impeachment inquiry is not the or­
ganic outgrowth of serious misconduct. Democrats have been 
searching for a set of facts on which to impeach President Trump 
since his inauguration on January 20, 2017. 
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Just 27 minutes after the President's inauguration that day, The 
Washington Post ran a story that the campaign to impeach the 
President has already begun. The article reported, "Democrats and 
liberal activists are mounting broad opposition to stymie Trump's 
agenda" and noted that impeachment strategists believed the Con­
stitution's Emoluments Clause would be the vehicle. 

In the first 2 years of the administration, Democrats in the 
House introduced Articles of Impeachment to remove President 
Trump from office on several very different factual bases. 

On January 3, the very first day of the new Congress, Congress­
man Sherman introduced Articles of Impeachment against the 
President. The same day, Representative Tlaib said, "We're going 
to go in there, we're going to impeach the" -President. 

In May 2019, Representative Green said on MSNBC, "If we don't 
impeach this President, he will be reelected." Even Speaker Pelosi, 
who has said that impeachment is a somber and prayerful exercise, 
has called President Trump an impostor and said it is dangerous 
to allow voters to judge his performance in 2020. 

The obsession with impeaching the President is reflected in how 
Democrats have used the power of their majority in the past 11 
months. 

In the Oversight Committee, the Democrats' first announced wit­
ness was Michael Cohen, a disgraced felon who pleaded guilty to 
lying to Congress. When he came before us at the Oversight Com­
mittee, he then lied again, as many as eight times. 

Oversight Committee Democrats demanded information about 
the President's personal finances and even subpoenaed the Presi­
dent's accounting firm, Mazars, for large swaths of sensitive and 
personal financial information about the entire Trump family. The 
subpoena was issued over the objection of committee Republicans 
and without a vote. 

In the Ways and Means Committee, Democrats demanded the 
President's personal tax return information. The reason they cited 
for wanting the President's tax returns, they said, was to oversee 
the IRS's audit process for Presidential tax returns. You can judge 
that for yourself. 

In the Financial Services Committee, Democrats demanded and 
subpoenaed the President's bank records going back 10 years. The 
Financial Services Committee staff, the Republicans, tell me the in­
formation demanded would cover every withdrawal, credit card 
swipe, debit card purchase of every member of the Trump family, 
including his minor child. The reason that the Democrats gave for 
why they needed such voluminous and intrusive personal informa­
tion about the Trump family was-get this-financial industry 
compliance with banking statutes and regulations. 

Here in the Judiciary Committee, Democrats sent out letters de­
manding information from over 80 recipients, including the Presi­
dent's children, business partners, employees, his campaign, busi­
nesses, and foundation. 

Of course, the main event for the Judiciary Committee was the 
report of Special Counsel Mueller, which Democrats believed would 
serve as the evidentiary basis for impeaching the President. De­
spite interviewing 500 witnesses, issuing 2,800 subpoenas, exe­
cuting almost 500 search warrants, and spending $25 million, the 



10307

25 

special counsel's 19 attorneys and 40 FBI agents, analysts, and 
staff found no conspiracy or coordination between the Trump cam­
paign and the Russian Government. 

After the Trump-Russia collusion allegations did not pan out, 
Democrats focused their efforts on obstruction of justice. They criti­
cized Attorney General Barr for concluding that no crime of ob­
struction had occurred in the special counsel investigation, but, in 
fact, it was entirely appropriate for the Attorney General to make 
that call, because the special counsel declined to do so. Not surpris­
ingly, the Democrats' Mueller hearing was underwhelming, to say 
the least. And the sequel with Corey Lewandowski definitely did 
not move the impeachment needle either. 

The Intelligence Committee, too, is heavily invested in the Rus­
sia collusion investigation. Committee Democrats hired former Fed­
eral prosecutors to prepare for their anticipated efforts to impeach 
the President. Now that the Russia collusion allegations did not 
work out, Democrats have settled on the Ukraine phone call-eight 
lines the President uttered on July 25 with Ukrainian President 
Zelensky. 

But the Foreign Affairs Committee, the committee of jurisdiction, 
wasn't the committee leading the impeachment inquiry or holding 
the hearings. Neither was the Oversight Committee, the House's 
chief investigative entity. The Judiciary Committee was only re­
cently brought back into the mix after fact-finding concluded. In­
stead, the impeachment inquiry was run by the House Intelligence 
Committee and these former Federal prosecutors. 

Democrats on the Intelligence Committee ran the impeachment 
inquiry in a manifestly unfair way. All the fact-finding was unclas­
sified, and that was made clear at the top of every single deposi­
tion, but the Democrats took advantage of the closed-door process 
in the Capitol basement bunker, the SCIF, to control access to in­
formation. The secrecy effectively weaponized the investigation, al­
lowing misleading public narratives to form and catch hold with 
careful leaks of witness testimony. Democrats refused to invite Re­
publican witnesses and directed witnesses called by the Democrats 
not to answer our questions. 

In the public hearings, many of these unfair processes continued. 
Democrats refused to invite numerous witnesses requested by Re­
publicans, interrupted Republican questioning, and prevented wit­
nesses from answering Republican questions. Democrats voted 
down, by virtue of a motion to table, with no notice, subpoenas for 
documents and testimony requested by Republicans. I'll note that 
Democrats never once brought any of their subpoenas to a vote be­
fore the Intelligence Committee. 

This unfair process reflects the degree to which Democrats are 
obsessed with impeaching the President. The Democrats went 
searching for a set of facts on which to impeach the President-the 
Emoluments Clause, the President's business and financial records, 
the Mueller report, allegations of obstruction-before landing on 
the Ukraine phone call. 

The impeachment inquiry is clearly an orchestrated effort to 
upend our political system. According to Politico, the Speaker has 
tightly scripted every step of the impeachment inquiry. Democrats 
have reportedly convened focus groups to test which allegations, 
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whether it be quid pro quo or bribery or extortion, were most com­
pelling to the American public. 

Speaker Pelosi said Democrats must strike while the iron is hot 
on impeaching the President. The entire duration of the impeach­
ment inquiry, from the time Speaker Pelosi announced it on Sep­
tember 24 until today, has been 76 days. As Professor Turley testi­
fied last Wednesday, this impeachment would stand out among 
modern impeachments as the shortest proceeding with the thinnest 
evidentiary record and the narrowest grounds ever used to impeach 
a President. 

The artificial and arbitrary political deadline, by which Demo­
crats are determined to finish impeachment by Christmas, leads to 
a rushed process and missed opportunities to obtain relevant infor­
mation. Democrats avoided the accommodations process required 
by Federal courts in disputes between Congress and the Executive. 
Democrats declined to attempt to negotiate with the administration 
for the production of documents and witnesses. Democrats did not 
exhaust all their options to entice witnesses or agencies to cooper­
ate, such as allowing witnesses to appear with agency lawyers or 
initiating contempt proceedings. Sometimes the threat of a con­
tempt proceeding gets you a different result. Sometimes the wit­
nesses choose to appear when contempt is on the table. 

Democrats even withdrew a subpoena to one witness who asked 
a Federal court to resolve conflicting orders from Congress and the 
Executive, either because the Democrats did not want to wait for 
the court to rule or they didn't like the presiding judge, Judge 
Leon. 

Instead, Democrats made their demands and refused to budge. 
Democrats told witnesses at the outset that their refusal to cooper­
ate in full would be used against them and the President. Demo­
crats threatened Federal employees that their salaries could be 
withheld for not meeting committee demands. These tactics are 
fundamentally unfair and counterproductive for gathering informa­
tion in any serious inquiry. 

This rushed and take-it-or-leave-it approach to investigating is 
contrary to how successful congressional investigations typically 
work. Congressional investigations take time. There is no "easy" 
button. In this job, you must take the information that's offered 
even if you don't like the terms. You should not say no to taking 
a witness's testimony because you would prefer the agency counsel 
was not present. If that's the only means of obtaining the testi­
mony, you should take it. Your priority must not be on blocking in­
formation out; it must be on seeking information. 

In all recent major congressional investigations-for example, 
Chairmen Goodlatte and Gowdy's investigation into the Justice De­
partment's decision during 2016, the IRS targeting investigation, 
the Benghazi investigation, and Fast and Furious-there have been 
give-and-take between Congress and the Executive. 

In the Goodlatte-Gowdy investigation, for example, it took 2 
months-2 months-of negotiations before the committees con­
ducted the first witness interview with Deputy Director McCabe. 
The Justice Department only began producing documents to the 
committee after many more months of discussions. 
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In none of these investigations did Congress get everything it 
wanted right at the beginning, certainly not within 76 days. But 
with persistence and patience, we eventually did receive enough in­
formation to do our work. 

And contrary to talking points, the Trump administration has, in 
fact, cooperated with and facilitated congressional oversight and in­
vestigations. 

For example, earlier this year, the Oversight Committee con­
ducted an investigation into security clearances at the White 
House. The central allegation put forward was that the White 
House deviated from established procedures to grant clearances to 
certain White House staff. The Democrats sought to interview ca­
reer staff who perform these security clearance reviews but de­
clined the witness initially to appear with agency counsel. 

The House and the White House were at an impasse. However, 
after a little bit of time, we, the Republican staff, with the help of 
Mr. Jordan, convinced the witness to appear with agency counsel 
for our own transcribed interview, and the Democrats came along. 
The subsequent interviews in the security clearance investigation 
were conducted with agency counsel. 

The testimony allowed the committee to obtain the evidence to 
get to the bottom of what was going on, and it wasn't what was 
alleged. Nobody outside the security clearance office was handing 
out clearances, certainly not to senior White House staffers. 

In this impeachment inquiry, however, Democrats have turned 
away information that could be valuable to the inquiry by dis­
allowing agency counsel to accompany witnesses. Democrats have 
turned away information by declining to negotiate in good faith 
with the administration about the scope of document requests. As 
a result of these failures, the evidentiary record in the impeach­
ment inquiry is incomplete and, in many places, incoherent. 

The failure to exhaust all avenues to obtain information severely 
risks undermining the legitimacy of any Articles of Impeachment. 
As Professor Turley said to the committee last week, "I am con­
cerned about lowering impeachment standards to fit a paucity of 
evidence and an abundance of anger." "I believe this impeachment 
not only fails the standard of past impeachments, it would create 
a dangerous precedent for future impeachments." Professor Turley 
elaborated that "the current lack of proof is another reason why the 
abbreviated investigation into this matter is so damaging to the 
case for impeachment." 

The substantive case for impeaching President Trump as a result 
of an artificial, arbitrary, and political schedule relies heavily on 
ambiguous facts, presumptions, and speculation. Professor Turley 
warned here, too, that impeachments have been based on proof, not 
presumptions. The Democrats do not have the proof. 

Now, my Democrat counterparts on the Intelligence Committee 
are talented attorneys. I'm sure they will tell you a riveting story 
about a shadow or irregular foreign policy apparatus and a smear 
campaign designed to extort Ukraine for the President's political 
benefit. They'll tell you about President Trump and how he put his 
own political interests ahead of national security by mentioning 
former Vice President Joe Eiden by name and raising the allega­
tions of Ukrainian influence in the 2016 election on the July 25 
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call. They'll try to convince you that the Trump administration, the 
same administration Democrats regularly accuse of being incom­
petent, orchestrated an international conspiracy at the highest lev­
els. 

None of this adds up. It may be a great screenplay, but it is not 
what the evidence shows. The Democrats' impeachment inquiry ig­
nores all of the evidence that does not advance their story. The 
Democrats' impeachment narrative resolves all ambiguous facts 
and conflicting evidence in a way that is most unflattering to the 
President. The Democrats' impeachment narrative ignores public 
statements from senior Ukrainian officials that contradict the nar­
rative. 

As you listen to the Democrat presentation later today, I urge 
you to keep these points in mind. What evidence that has been 
gathered in the impeachment inquiry paints a different picture. I 
won't provide a detailed presentation now, but allow me to high­
light a few points. 

First, the summary of the July 25 phone call reflects no condi­
tionality or pressure. President Zelensky never vocalized any dis­
comfort or pressure on the call. Contrary to Democrat allegations, 
President Trump was not asking for a favor that would help his re­
election. He was asking for assistance in helping our country move 
forward from the divisiveness of the Russia collusion investigation. 

Second, since President Trump has declassified and publicly re­
leased the call summary 75 days ago, President Zelensky has said 
publicly and repeatedly that he felt no pressure. He said it on Sep­
tember 25 at the United Nations General Assembly. He said it in 
an interview published on October 6. He said it again October 10. 
And, most recently, he said it just last week in Time magazine. 

Other senior Ukrainian officials have also said there was no link­
age between a meeting, security assistance, and an investigation. 
If President Trump was truly orchestrating a pressure campaign to 
force Ukraine to investigate former Vice President Eiden, one 
would think that Ukraine would have felt some pressure. 

Third, at the time of the July 25 call, senior officials in Kyiv did 
not know that the security assistance was paused. They did not 
learn it was paused until the pause was reported publicly in the 
U.S. media on August 28. As Ambassador Volker testified, because 
the highest levels of the Ukrainian Government did not know 
about the pause, there was no leverage implied. 

Finally, President Zelensky met with President Trump in New 
York on September 25 at the United Nations. Shortly thereaft,er­
or shortly before that, the security assistance flowed to Ukraine. 
Both happened without Ukraine ever taking actions or investiga­
tions. 

The impeachment record also has substantial evidence going to 
the President's state of mind, undercutting the Democrats' asser­
tion of some malicious intent. Witnesses testified that President 
Trump has a deeply rooted, genuine, and reasonable skepticism of 
Ukraine, stemming from its history of corruption. President Trump 
is skeptical of U.S.-taxpayer-funded foreign assistance and believes 
that our allies should share more of the burden of Ukraine's de­
fense. Ukrainian politicians openly spoke out against President 
Trump during the 2016 election. These events bear directly on the 
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President's state of mind. President Zelensky had run on an 
anticorruption platform, but he was an untried politician with a re­
lationship to a controversial Ukrainian oligarch. 

When former Vice President Pence met with President Zelensky 
in Warsaw-I'm sorry. When Vice President Pence met with Presi­
dent Zelensky in Warsaw on September 1, he stressed to him the 
need for reform and reiterated the President's concern about bur­
den-sharing, especially among European allies. 

In late August and early September, after his party took control 
of the Ukrainian parliament, Ukraine passed historic reforms to 
fight corruption. These reforms included removing parliamentary 
immunity, which witnesses said had been a historic source of cor­
ruption. Imagine if Members of our Congress had immunity. 

President Trump later lifted the pause on security assistance and 
met with President Zelensky 2 weeks later. The aid was paused for 
55 days. 

Very simply, the evidence in the Democrats' impeachment in­
quiry does not support the conclusion that President Trump abused 
his power for his own personal political benefit. There is simply no 
clear evidence that President Trump acted with malicious intent in 
withholding a meeting or security assistance. Indeed, there are­
and the Republican report articulates them-legitimate expla­
nations for these actions that are not nefarious, as the Democrats 
allege. 

The evidence shows that President Trump faithfully executed the 
duties of his office by delivering on what he promised the American 
voters he would do. Democrats may disagree with the President's 
policy decisions or the manner in which he governs, but those dis­
agreements are not enough to justify the irrevocable action of re­
moving him from office. The Democrats' hyperbole and histrionics 
are no good reason, 11 months out from an election, to prevent the 
American people from deciding on their own who is going to be 
their next President. 

This record also does not support a conclusion that President 
Trump obstructed Congress during the impeachment inquiry, for 
many of the procedural defects I touched on earlier. 

Additionally, as a factual matter, the only direct testimony the 
investigation has obtained about the President's reaction to the in­
quiry is from Ambassador Sondland, who testified President Trump 
told him to cooperate and tell the truth. 

President Trump has also declassified and released the sum­
maries of his two phone calls with the President-President 
Zelensky. President Trump has said that he would like witnesses 
to testify, but he's been forced to resist the unfair and abusive proc­
ess. 

I believe strongly in the prerogatives of the Congress. It's awful 
to hear Professor Turley's testimony from last week, when he 
critiqued the House for proceeding on impeachment so rapidly and 
on such a thin record. Professor Turley said, "To set this abbre­
viated schedule, demand documents, and then impeach because 
they haven't been turned over when they go to court I think is an 
abuse of power." 

The impeachment of a duly elected President, as Chairman Nad­
ler said in 1998, is the undoing of a national election. Now, I un-
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derstand Democrats issued a report over the weekend arguing that, 
contrary to the chairman's statement in 1998, impeachment is not 
undoing an election. I would just respond by saying that I don't 
think many of the 63 million Americans from all around the coun­
try who voted for President Trump in 2016 would agree. By im­
peaching President Trump, the House would essentially be nul­
lifying the decision of those Americans. And the House would be 
doing it less than 11 months before the next election. 

There still is no compelling argument for why Democrats in the 
House must take this decision out of the hands of the voters and 
do it before Christmas. 

During the Clinton impeachment in 1998, the chairman said that 
"at a bare minimum, the President's accusers must go beyond hear­
say and innuendo and beyond demands that the President prove 
his innocence of vague and changing charges." I would submit that 
those words ring as true today as the chairman believed them to 
be in 1998. The impeachment record is heavily reliant on hearsay, 
innuendo, and presumptions. Democrats have lobbed vague and 
ever-changing charges for impeachment going as far back as the 
President's inauguration. 

For all these reasons, the extraordinary exercise of the House's 
impeachment authority is not warranted on the evidentiary record 
presented. 

Thank you for allowing me to present this information this morn-
ing, and I yield back. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Thank you both for your presentations. 
Mr. Berke, you are now excused, and we will invite Mr. Goldman 

to take his place at the witness table. 
Mr. BucK. Mr. Chairman? Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman seek 

recognition? 
Mr. BUCK. I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his parliamentary 

inquiry. 
Mr. BucK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Pursuant to rule VII(b) of the House rules, the chairman is al­

lowed to administer an oath-not mandated to, but it has been the 
practice of this committee to administer oaths to witnesses. I'm 
wondering why we have not administered the oath in this situa­
tion. 

Chairman NADLER. I am going to administer the oath to the two 
witnesses who are now coming before us to make presentations. 
The two gentlemen who just testified were not witnesses. They 
were staff. They were making opening statements for the commit­
tees. 

We will now administer an oath to Mr. Castor and Mr. Goldman, 
who are now testifying in the capacity of witnesses. 

Mr. BucK. But, typically, we administer oaths before opening 
statements. 

Chairman NADLER. For witnesses. For witnesses. 
Mr. Castor, we will now administer the oath--
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chainnan, parliamentary m­

quiry. 
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. Castor was here with Mr. Berke presenting the report of the 

committee-that is, the opening statement for this committee. They 
were not witnesses before this committee. 

Mr. Castor now and Mr. Goldman are witnesses before this com­
mittee, and I will administer the oath. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, if they were making the 
presentation on behalf--

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia [continuing]. Of members, the rules 

should apply. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized. 
We welcome--
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. We welcome both of our--
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Who is seeking recognition? 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Right here, Mr. Chair. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, despite our repeated request for access to the evi­

dence, we received less than 48 hours ago over 8,000 pages of docu­
mentation. Mr. Chairman, if this were a court of law, you'd be fac­
ing sanctions right now by the Bar Association. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order, 
not make a speech. 

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Mr. Chairman, how are we supposed to 
process over 8,000 pages of documents that came from various com­
mittees in less than 48 hours? 

Chairman NADLER. That is not a point of order. That is not a 
point of order that is recognizable. 

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Mr. Chairman, can you give-­
Chairman NADLER. I will now proceed with the oath. 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER [continuingl. Us an explanation of why we 

received these documents--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend and not make a 

speech. 
Mr. Goldman and Mr. Castor, you will please rise and raise your 

right hand. 
Do you swear or affirm, under penalty of perjury, that the testi­

mony you are about to give is true and correct, to the best of your 
knowledge, information, and belief, so help you God? 

Mr. CASTOR. I do. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I do. 
Chairman NADLER. Let the record show the presenters answered 

in the affirmative. 
Thank you, and please be seated. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Each of you will have 45 minutes to present. 

To help you stay within that time, there is a timing light on your 
table. When the light switches from green to yellow, you have 1 
minute to conclude your testimony. When the light turns red, it 
signals your time has expired. 

Mr. Goldman, you may begin. 
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Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, my point of order is this. In the pre-

vious point of order issued by Mr. Johnson of Louisiana, you ruled 
against his point of order because you said that Mr. Berke was a 
witness. You have just told us he was not a witness but he was a 
staffer. As such, a staffer must avoid impugning motivations, and 
if--

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will-­
Mr. BIGGS. So--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will you let him finish his point of order, 

please? 
Chairman NADLER. He made his point of order. 
Mr. BIGGS. No, Mr. Chairman, I haven't completed yet. 
The rule requires that Members and staff not impugn the moti­

vations of the President. What you ruled was that he was a wit­
ness. You've just told us he wasn't a witness. My point of order is 
that you were out of order in your ruling. 

Chairman NADLER. The point of order is not sustained. I've al­
ready ruled on it. He was not a witness. These two gentlemen now 
are witnesses. 

Mr. GAETZ. I appeal the decision of the chair. 
Chairman NADLER. That is not--
Mr. GAETZ. It most certainly is. Ms. Lofgren knows it is. 
Chairman NADLER. The ruling is not-- the point of order is not 

sustained. 
Mr. GAETZ. I appeal the decision of the chair. 
Ms. LOFGREN. I move to table the--
Chairman NADLER. The appeal to the ruling of the chair is ta-

bled. 
All in favor of the motion to table, say aye. 
Opposed, nay. 
The motion to table is approved. 
Mr. GAETZ. I seek a roll call vote. 
Chairman NADLER. Roll call vote. The clerk will call the roll. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler? 
Chairman NADLER. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes aye. 
Ms. Lofgren? 
Ms. LOFGREN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes aye. 
Ms. Jackson Lee? 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes aye. 
Mr. Cohen? 
Mr. COHEN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes aye. 
Mr. Johnson of Georgia? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes aye. 
Mr. Deutch? 
Mr. DEUTCH. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes aye. 
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Ms. Bass? 
Ms. BASS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes aye. 
Mr. Richmond? 
Mr. RICHMOND. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes aye. 
Mr. Jeffries? 
Mr. JEFFRIES. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes aye. 
Mr. Cicilline? 
Mr. CICILLINE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes aye. 
Mr. Swalwell? 
Mr. SWALWELL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes aye. 
Mr. Lieu? 
Mr. LIEU. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Lieu votes aye. 
Mr. Raskin? 
Mr. RASKIN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes aye. 
Ms. Jayapal? 
Ms. JAYAPAL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes aye. 
Mrs. Demings? 
Mrs. DEMINGS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes aye. 
Mr. Correa? 
[No response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon? 
[No response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Garcia? 
Mr. GARCIA. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes aye. 
Mr. Neguse? 
Mr. NEGUSE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes aye. 
Mrs. McBath? 
Mrs. MCBATH. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes aye. 
Mr. Stanton? 
Mr. STANTON. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes aye. 
Ms. Dean? 
Ms. DEAN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes aye. 
Ms. Mucarsel-Powell? 
Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes aye. 
Ms. Escobar? 
Ms. ESCOBAR. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes aye. 
Mr. Collins? 
Mr. COLLINS. No. 
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Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes no. 
Mr. Sensenbrenner? 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Sensenbrenner votes no. 
Mr. Chabot? 
Mr. CHABOT. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes no. 
Mr. Gohmert? 
Mr. GoHMERT. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes no. 
Mr. Jordan? 
Mr. JORDAN. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes no. 
Mr. Buck? 
Mr. BUCK. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Buck votes no. 
Mr. Ratcliffe? 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes no. 
Mrs. Roby? 
Mrs. RoBY. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes no. 
Mr. Gaetz? 
Mr. GAETZ. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes no. 
Mr. Johnson of Louisiana? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes no. 
Mr. Biggs? 
[No response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. McClintock? 
Mr. MCCLINTOCK. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes no. 
Mrs. Lesko? 
Mrs. LESKO. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes no. 
Mr. Reschenthaler? 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes no. 
Mr. Cline? 
Mr. CLINE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes no. 
Mr. Armstrong? 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes no. 
Mr. Steube? 
Mr. STEUBE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes no. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, how am I recorded? 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Biggs, you are not recorded. 
Mr. BIGGS. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes no. 
Chairman NADLER. Has everyone voted? 
Ms. SCANLON. No. 
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Chairman NADLER. Has everyone voted who wishes to vote? 
Ms. SCANLON. How am I recorded? 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon, you are not recorded. 
Ms. SCANLON. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes aye. 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Correa? 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa, you are not recorded. 
Mr. CORREA. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes aye. 
Chairman NADLER. Does anyone else wish to vote who hasn't 

voted? 
The clerk will report. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 24 ayes and 17 noes. 
Chairman NADLER. The ayes have it, and the motion to table is 

agreed to. 
Mr. Goldman, you may begin. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman Nadler, Ranking Member Collins, members of the 

committee, we are here today because Donald J. Trump, the 45th 
President of the United States, abused the power of his office, the 
American Presidency, for his political and personal benefit. 

President Trump directed a months-long campaign to solicit for­
eign help in his 2020 reelection efforts, withholding official acts 
from the Government of Ukraine in order to coerce and secure po­
litical assistance and interference in our domestic affairs. 

As part of this scheme, President Trump applied increasing pres­
sure on the President of Ukraine to publicly announce two inves­
tigations helpful to his personal reelection efforts. He applied this 
pressure himself and through his agents working within and out­
side of the U.S. Government by conditioning a desperately sought 
Oval Office meeting and $391 million in taxpayer-funded, congres­
sionally appropriated security assistance vital to Ukraine's ability 
to fend off Russian aggression. And he conditioned that on the an­
nouncement of these two political investigations that were helpful 
to his personal interests. 

When the President's efforts were discovered, he released the 
military aid, though it would ultimately take congressional action 
for the money to be made fully available to Ukraine. The Oval Of­
fice meeting still has not happened. 

And when faced with the opening of an official impeachment in­
quiry into his conduct, President Trump launched an unprece­
dented campaign of obstruction of Congress, ordering executive 
branch agencies and government officials to defy subpoenas for doc­
uments and testimony. To date, the investigating committees have 
received no documents from the Trump administration pursuant to 
our subpoenas. 

Were it not for courageous public servants doing their duty and 
honoring their oath to this country and coming forward and testi­
fying, the President's scheme might still be concealed today. 

The central moment in this scheme was a telephone call between 
President Trump and Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky on 
July 25 of this year. During that call, President Trump asked 
President Zelensky for a personal favor, to initiate the two inves-
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tigations that President Trump hoped could ultimately help his re­
election in 2020. 

The first investigation involved former Vice President Joe Biden 
and was an effort to smear his reputation as he seeks the Demo­
cratic nomination in next year's Presidential election. 

The second investigation sought to elevate an entirely debunked 
conspiracy theory promoted by Russian President Vladimir Putin 
that Ukraine interfered in the last Presidential election to support 
the Democratic nominee. In truth, as has been made clear by irref­
utable evidence from throughout the government, Russia interfered 
in the last election in order to help then-candidate Trump. 

The allegations about Vice President Biden and the 2016 election 
are patently false, but that did not deter President Trump during 
his phone call with the Ukrainian President, and it does not appear 
to deter him today. Just 2 days ago, President Trump stated pub­
licly that he hopes that his personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, will 
report to the Department of Justice and to Congress the results of 
Mr. Giuliani's efforts in Ukraine last week to pursue these false al­
legations meant to tarnish Vice President Biden. 

President Trump's persistent and continuing effort to coerce a 
foreign country to help him cheat to win an election is a clear and 
present danger to our free and fair elections and to our national 
security. 

The overwhelming evidence of this scheme is described in detail 
in a nearly 300-page document entitled "The Trump-Ukraine Im­
peachment Inquiry Report," formally transmitted from the House 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence to this committee a 
few days ago. The report relies on testimony from numerous cur­
rent and former government officials, the vast majority of whom 
are nonpartisan career professionals responsible for keeping our 
Nation safe and promoting American values around the globe. 

The evidence from these witnesses cannot seriously be disputed: 
The President placed his personal interests above the Nation's in­
terests in order to help his own reelection efforts. 

Before I highlight the evidence and the findings of this report, 
I want to take just a moment to introduce myself and discuss to­
day's testimony. 

I joined the House Intelligence Committee as senior advisor and 
director of investigations at the beginning of this year. Previously, 
I served for 10 years as a prosecutor in the Southern District of 
New York when I joined the Department of Justice under the 
George W. Bush administration. The team that I led on the intel­
ligence community includes other former Federal prosecutors, a re­
tired FBI agent, and investigators with significant national secu­
rity expertise. 

The report that I am presenting today is based entirely on the 
evidence that we collected in coordination with the Oversight and 
Foreign Affairs Committees that were gathered as part of the im­
peachment inquiry into President Trump's actions-nothing more 
and nothing less. 

The three investigating committees ran a fair, professional, and 
thorough investigation. We followed the House rules for depositions 
and public hearings, including the rule against agency counsel 
being present for depositions. And members and staff from both 
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parties had equal time to ask questions, and there were no sub­
stantive questions that were prevented from being asked and an­
swered. 

This investigation moved swiftly and intensively, as all good in­
vestigations should. 

To the extent that other witnesses would be able to provide more 
context and detail about this scheme, their failure to testify is due 
solely to the fact that President Trump obstructed the inquiry and 
refused to make them available. 

Nevertheless, the extensive evidence that the committee has un­
covered during this investigation led to the following critical find­
ings. 

First, President Trump used the power of his office to pressure 
and induce the newly elected President of Ukraine to interfere in 
the 2020 Presidential election for President Trump's personal and 
political benefit. 

Second, in order to increase the pressure on Ukraine to announce 
the politically motivated investigations that President Trump want­
ed, President Trump withheld a coveted Oval Office meeting and 
$391 million of essential military assistance from Ukraine. 

Third, President Trump's conduct sought to undermine our free 
and fair elections and poses an imminent threat to our national se­
curity. 

And, fourth, faced with the revelation of his pressure campaign 
against Ukraine, President Trump directed an unprecedented effort 
to obstruct Congress's impeachment inquiry into his conduct. 

And with that context in mind, I would like to turn to the evi­
dence of President Trump's conduct concerning Ukraine. 

My colleague Mr. Castor just said that it revolves around eight 
lines in one call record, but that sorely ignores the vast amount of 
evidence that we collected of a months-long scheme directed by the 
President. But I do want to start with that July 25 phone call, be­
cause that is critical evidence of the President's involvement and 
intent. 

It was on that day that he held his second phone call with the 
new Ukrainian President. The first in April was short and cordial, 
following the Ukrainian President's election success. But the sec­
ond call would diverge dramatically from what those listening had 
expected. 

Now, just prior to this telephone call, President Trump spoke to 
Gordon Sondland, the U.S. Ambassador to the European Union, 
who had donated $1 million to the President's inaugural campaign, 
and who had been directed by the President himself to take on a 
leading role in Ukraine issues. 

Ambassador Sondland relayed the President's message to Presi­
dent Zelensky through Ambassador Kurt Volker, who had had 
lunch that day with President Zelensky's top aide, Andriy Yermak, 
who appears repeatedly through this scheme as President 
Zelensky's right-hand man. 

Ambassador Volker texted Mr. Yermak with President Trump's 
direction: Good lunch, thanks. Heard from White House. Assuming 
President Z convinces Trump he will investigate, get to the bottom 
of what happened in 2016, we will nail down for a visit to Wash­
ington. Good luck. See you tomorrow. Kurt. 
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So even before the phone call with President Zelensky took place, 
President Trump had directed that Ukraine initiate the investiga­
tion into 2016, the debunked conspiracy theory that Ukraine had 
interfered in the election, in order for President Ze]ensky to get the 
White House visit that he desperately coveted. 

Ambassador Sondland was clear in his testimony about this quid 
pro quo. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. GOLDMAN. During this call with the Ukrainian leader, Presi­

dent Trump did not discuss matters of importance to the United 
States, such as Ukraine's efforts to root out corruption. Instead, 
President Trump veered quickly into the personal favor that he 
wanted President Zelensky to do: two investigations that would 
help President Trump's reelection effort. 

Witnesses who listened to the call described it as "unusual," "im­
proper," "inappropriate," and "concerning." Two of them imme­
diately reported their concerns to White House lawyers. 

Now, let me just take a few minutes walking through that impor­
tant call step by step, because it is evidence that is central to the 
President's scheme. 

Near the beginning of the call, President Zelensky said, "I would 
also like to thank you for your great support in the area of defense. 
We are ready to continue to cooperate for the next steps. Specifi­
cally, we are almost ready to buy more Javelins from the United 
States for defense purposes." 

The "great support" in the area of defense included the nearly 
$400 million of U.S. military assistance to Ukraine, which one wit­
ness testified was nearly 10 percent of Ukraine's defense budget. 
And this support comes as a result of Russia's invasion of Ukraine 
in 2014, when Russia illegally annexed nearly 7 percent of 
Ukraine's territory. Since then, the United States and our allies 
have provided support for Ukraine, an emerging post-Soviet democ­
racy, to fend off Russia in the east. 

Yet, just a few weeks before this July 25 call, President Trump 
had inexplicably placed a hold on military assistance to Ukraine 
without providing any reason to his own Cabinet members or na­
tional security officials. The evidence the committee has collected 
showed that there was unanimous support for the aid from every 
relevant agency in the Trump administration. 

Nevertheless, during the call, President Trump complained that 
U.S. support for Ukraine was not reciprocal, that somehow Ukraine 
needed to give more to the United States. What did he mean? Well, 
it became clear, because immediately after President Zelensky 
brought up U.S. military support and purchasing Javelin antitank 
weapons, President Trump responded, "I would like you to do us 
a favor, though, because our country has been through a lot, and 
Ukraine knows a lot about it." 

Now, the favor that he referenced there included two demands 
that had nothing to do with official U.S. policy or foreign policy. 

First, President Trump said: "I would like you to find out what 
happened with this whole situation with Ukraine, they say 
CrowdStrike . . . I guess you have one of your wealthy people," it 
says. "The server, they say Ukraine has it. There are a lot of things 
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that went on, the whole situation. I think you're surrounding your­
self with some of the same people." 

And he went on later: "I would like to have the Attorney General 
call you or your people, and I would like you to get to the bottom 
of it. As you saw yesterday, that whole nonsense ended with a very 
poor performance by a man named Robert Mueller, an incompetent 
performance, but they say a lot of it started with Ukraine. What­
ever you can do, it's very important that you do it if that's pos­
sible." 

Here again, President Trump was referring to the baseless con­
spiracy theory that the Ukrainian Government, not Russia, was be­
hind the hack of the Democratic National Committee in 2016. Not 
a single witness in our investigation testified that there was any 
factual support for this allegation. 

To the contrary, a unanimous assessment of the U.S. intelligence 
community found that Russia alone interfered in the 2016 U.S. 
election. And Special Counsel Mueller, who indicted 12 Russians 
for this conspiracy, testified before Congress that the Russian Gov­
ernment interfered in the 2016 Presidential election in sweeping 
and systematic fashion. 

Dr. Fiona Hill, an expert on Russia and President Putin who 
served on the National Security Council until July, testified that 
the President was told by his own former senior advisors, including 
his homeland security advisor and his former National Security Ad­
visor, that the alternative theory that Ukraine had interfered in 
the election was false. 

And although no one in the U.S. Government knew of any factual 
support for this theory, it did have one significant supporter: Rus­
sian President Vladimir Putin. In February of 2017, President 
Putin said, "Second, as we all know, during the Presidential cam­
paign in the United States, the Ukrainian Government adopted a 
unilateral position in favor of one candidate. More than that, cer­
tain oligarchs, certainly with the approval of the political leader­
ship, funded this candidate-or female candidate, to be more pre­
cise." 

And if there was ever any doubt about who benefits from this un­
founded theory put forward by President Trump and his associates, 
President Putin made it clear very recently when he said, "Thank 
God no one is accusing us anymore of interfering in U.S. elections. 
Now they're accusing Ukraine." 

In the face of clear evidence not only from intelligence commu­
nity experts but from his own national security team that Russia, 
not Ukraine, interfered in the 2016 election for the benefit of Don­
ald Trump, President Trump still pressed the Ukrainian Govern­
ment to announce an investigation into this conspiracy theory. And 
why? Because it would help his own political standing. 

President Trump even sought to withhold an Oval Office meeting 
from the President of Ukraine until he fell in line with President 
Putin's lies-the leader who had actually invaded Ukraine. 

The second demand that President Trump made of President 
Zelensky during the July 25 call was to investigate the front-run­
ner for the Democratic nomination for President in 2020, former 
Vice President Joe Biden, and his son Hunter. 
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President Trump stated: "The other thing. There's a lot of talk 
about Biden's son, that Eiden stopped the prosecution and a lot of 
people want to find out about that. So whatever you can do with 
the Attorney General would be great. Eiden went around bragging 
that he stopped the prosecution. So if you can look into it. It 
sounds horrible to me." 

Witnesses unanimously testified that there was no factual sup­
port for this claim. Rather, they noted that Vice President Eiden 
was acting in support of an international consensus and official 
U.S. policy to clean up the Prosecutor-General's Office in Ukraine. 

Despite these facts, by the time of the July 25 call, Mr. Giuliani 
had been publicly advocating for these two investigations for 
months while also using back channels to press Ukrainian officials 
to initiate them in support of his client, Donald Trump. Ambas­
sador Sondland understood Mr. Giuliani's role very clearly. He tes­
tified, "Mr. Giuliani was expressing the desires of the President of 
the United States, and we knew these investigations were impor­
tant to the President." 

To others, Mr. Giuliani was working at cross-purposes with offi­
cial policy channels toward Ukraine, even as he was working on be­
half of President Trump. According to former National Security Ad­
visor Ambassador John Bolton, Mr. Giuliani was a, quote, "hand 
grenade who's going to blow everybody up," unquote. 

Near the end of the July 25 call, President Zelensky circled back 
to the precooked message that Ambassador Volker had relayed to 
President Zelensky's top aide before the call. President Zelensky 
said, "I also wanted to thank you for your invitation to visit the 
United States, specifically Washington, D.C. On the other hand, I 
also wanted to assure you that we will be very serious about the 
case and we will work on the investigation." 

In other words, on one hand is the White House visit, while on 
the other hand he agreed to pursue the investigations. This state­
ment shows that President Zelensky fully understood at the time 
of the July 25 call the quid pro quo between these investigations 
and the White House meeting that President Trump required and 
that Ambassador Sondland had testified so clearly about. 

Numerous witnesses testified about the importance of a White 
House meeting with the President of the United States, specifically 
a meeting in the Oval Office, an official act by President Trump. 

As David Holmes, senior official in the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine, 
said, "It is important to understand that a White House visit was 
critical to President Zelensky. President Zelensky needed to show 
U.S. support at the highest levels in order to demonstrate to Rus­
sian President Vladimir Putin that he had U.S. backing as well as 
to advance his ambitious anticorruption reform agenda at home." 

In other words, the White House visit would help Zelensky's 
anticorruption reforms. And that support remains critical, as Presi­
dent Zelensky meets today with President Putin to try to resolve 
the conflict in the East. 

Now, the day after this phone call, President Trump sought to 
ensure that President Zelensky got the message. On July 26, U.S. 
officials met with President Zelensky and other Ukrainian officials 
in Kyiv, and President Zelensky mentioned that President Trump 
had brought up some, quote, "very sensitive issues," unquote. 
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After that meeting, Ambassador Sondland had a private, one-on­
one meeting with Andriy Yermak, President Zelensky's top aide, 
during which Ambassador Sondland said that they probably dis­
cussed the issue of investigations. 

At lunch right after that with Mr. Holmes and two other State 
Department officers, Ambassador Sondland pulled out his cell 
phone and called President Trump. Somewhat shocked, Mr. Holmes 
recounted the conversation that followed. 

"I heard Ambassador Sondland greet the President and explain 
he was calling from Kyiv. I heard President Trump then clarify 
that Ambassador Sondland was in Ukraine. Ambassador Sondland 
replied, yes, he was in Ukraine, and went on to state that Presi­
dent Zelensky, quote, 'loves your ass,' unquote. I then heard Presi­
dent Trump ask, 'So he's going to do the investigation?" Ambas­
sador Sondland replied that he is going to do it, adding that 'Presi­
dent Zelensky will do anything you ask him to do.'" 

Mr. GOLDMAN. After the call, Ambassador Sondland told Mr. 
Holmes that President Trump did not give a bleep about Ukraine 
and only cares about the big stuff that benefits the President him­
self, like the Biden investigation that Mr. Giuliani was pushing. 

To repeat-and this is very important-Ambassador Sondland 
spoke to President Trump before the July 25 call with President 
Zelensky and relayed to Ukrainian officials President Trump's re­
quirement of political investigations in exchange for a White House 
meeting. 

And during that call, President Trump asked for the favor of 
these two political investigations immediately after the Ukrainian 
President brought up U.S. military support for Ukraine, which 
President Trump had recently suspended or put on hold. 

And at the end of the call, President Zelensky made a point of 
acknowledging the link between the investigations that President 
Trump requested and the White House meeting that President 
Zelensky desperately wanted. 

And then the following day, Ambassador Sondland confirmed to 
President Trump on the telephone in person that the Ukrainians 
would indeed initiate the investigations discussed on the call, 
which were the only-which was the only thing about Ukraine that 
President Trump cared about. Now, it's very important to under­
stand that this investigation revealed that the July 25 call was nei­
ther the start, nor the end of President Trump's efforts to use the 
powers of his office for personal political gain. And you have to look 
at all of the evidence in context as a whole. 

Prior to the call, the President had removed the former ambas­
sador, Marie Yovanovitch, to clear the way for his three hand­
picked agents to spearhead his corrupt agenda in Ukraine-Sec­
retary Perry, Ambassador Sondland, and Ambassador Volker, all of 
whom attended President Zelensky's inauguration on May 20. All 
political appointees, they proved to be more than willing to engage 
in what Dr. Hill later described as an improper domestic political 
errand for the President. 

On April 21, President Zelensky won the Ukrainian election with 
73 percent of the vote, and he had two primary platforms: to re­
solve the war in the east with Russia, and to root out corruption. 
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That same day, President Trump called to congratulate him on his 
win. 

Even though the White House press release following the call 
stated that President Trump expressed his shared commitment to, 
quote, "root out corruption," unquote, President Trump, in fact, did 
not mention corruption at all on this call, just like he did not men­
tion corruption on the July 25 call. 

Shortly after this call, President Trump asked Vice President 
Mike Pence to attend President Zelensky's inauguration. But on 
May 13, President Trump did an about-face and directed Vice 
President Pence not to attend. An adviser to Vice President Pence 
testified that the inauguration had not yet been scheduled and, 
therefore, the reason for the abrupt change of plans was not related 
to any scheduling issues. 

So what had happened in the 3 weeks between April 21 and May 
13, when Vice President Pence was originally invited and then 
disinvited, or removed, from the delegation. A few things. 

First, on April 25, Vice President Eiden formally announced his 
bid for the Democratic nomination for President. 

Then, about a week later, on May 3, President Trump spoke with 
President Putin on the telephone. One senior State Department of­
ficial testified that the conversation between President Trump and 
President Putin included a discussion of Ukraine. 

Third, on May 9, Mr. Giuliani told The New York Times that he 
intended to travel to Ukraine on behalf of his client, President 
Trump, in order to, quote, "meddle in an investigation," unquote. 
But after public backlash, and apparent pushback from the Ukrain­
ians, Mr. Giuliani canceled his trip the next day, claiming that 
President Zelensky was surrounded by enemies of President 
Trump. 

At a critical May 23 meeting in the Oval Office, President Trump 
said that Ukraine was corrupt and tried to take him down in 2016, 
the same false narrative pushed by President Putin and Mr. 
Giuliani. And in order for the White House meeting to occur, Presi­
dent Trump told the delegation they must talk to Rudy to get the 
visit scheduled. 

These comments from President Trump were the first of many 
subsequent indications that in his mind corruption equals inves­
tigations. In the weeks and months following, Mr. Giuliani relayed 
to both Ukrainian officials and the government officials that Presi­
dent Trump had designated at the May 23 meeting to take a lead 
on Ukraine policy. 

The directive from President Trump that a White House meeting 
would not occur until Ukraine announced the two political inves­
tigations that President Trump required, and well before the July 
25 call, Ambassadors Sondland and Volker also relayed this quid 
pro quo to the Ukrainians, including to President Zelensky himself. 

Ambassador Volker conveyed the message directly to President 
Zelensky at the beginning of July, urging him to reference inves­
tigations associated with the Giuliani factor with President Trump. 
And in meetings at the White House on July 10, Ambassador 
Sondland told other U.S. officials and two of President Zelensky's 
advisers, including Mr. Yermak, that he had an agreement with 
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acting Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney that the White House visit 
would be scheduled if Ukraine announced the investigations. 

One witness testified that during the second of the meetings, 
Ambassador Sondland began to review what the deliverable would 
be in order to get the meeting, referring to an investigation of the 
Bidens. The witness told the committee that the request was ex­
plicit, there was no ambiguity, and that Ambassador Sondland also 
mentioned Burisma, a major Ukraine energy company that Hunter 
Biden sat on the board of. 

To the witnesses that testified before the committee, the ref­
erences to Burisma was shorthand for an investigation into the 
Bidens. Ambassador Bolton, as well as his staff members, objected 
to this meeting-for-an-investigations trade, and Ambassador Bolton 
told Dr. Hill: You go and tell Eisenberg, John Eisenberg, the legal 
adviser for the National Security Council, that I am not part of 
whatever drug deal Sondland and Mulvaney are cooking up on this, 
and you go ahead and tell him what you've heard and what I've 
said. 

Yet this was not a rogue operation by Mr. Giuliani and Ambas­
sadors Sondland and Volker. As Ambassador Sondland testified, 
everyone was in the loop, including Mr. Mulvaney, Secretary 
Pompeo, Secretary Perry, and their top advisers. 

On July 19, Ambassador Sondland emailed Mr. Mulvaney, Sec­
retary Perry, Secretary Pompeo, and others after speaking with 
President Zelensky. The subject was: I talked to Zelensky just now. 
And Ambassador Sondland wrote: He is prepared to receive 
POTUS' call-POTUS is the President of the United States-will 
assure him that he intends to run a fully transparent investigation 
and will, quote, "turn over every stone," unquote. 

Both Secretary Perry and Chief of Staff Mulvaney quickly re­
sponded to the email, noting that given that conversation, a date 
would soon be set to schedule the White House telephone call. 

The evidence also unambiguously shows that the Ukrainians un­
derstood this quid pro quo and had serious reservations, particu­
larly because President Zelensky had won the election on an 
anticorruption platform. 

In fact, a few days before the July 25 call, Ambassador William 
Taylor, the acting U.S. ambassador to Ukraine and the former per­
manent ambassador to Ukraine, texted Ambassadors Sondland and 
Volker-or rather, he stated in his testimony: On July 20, I had a 
phone conversation with Mr. Danylyuk, during which he conveyed 
to me that President Zelensky did not want to be used as a pawn 
in a U.S. reelection campaign. 

But President Trump's pressure campaign on President Zelensky 
did not relent. And just 4 days later, President Zelensky received 
that message, via Kurt Volker, that he needed to convince Presi­
dent Trump that he would do the investigations in order to get that 
White House meeting. And as I have described, President Zelensky 
tried to do exactly that on the July 25 call with President Trump. 

In the weeks following the July 25 call, President Zelensky heed­
ed President Trump's request, sending his top aide, Mr. Yermak, 
to Madrid to meet with Mr. Giuliani. In coordination with Mr. 
Giuliani and President Trump's hand-picked representatives, they 
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continued this pressure campaign to secure a public announcement 
of the investigations. 

Now, according to Ambassador Sondland-and this is very impor­
tant-President Trump did not require that Ukraine actually con­
duct the investigations as a prerequisite for the White House meet­
ing. Instead the Ukrainian Government needed only to publicly an­
nounce the investigations. 

It is clear that the goal was not the investigations themselves, 
or not any corruption that those investigations might have en­
tailed, but the political benefit that President Trump would enjoy 
from an announcement of investigations into his 2020 political rival 
and against a unanimous assessment that showed that he received 
foreign support in the 2016 election. And for that reason, the facts 
didn't actually matter to President Trump, because he only cared 
about the personal and political benefit from the announcement of 
the investigation. 

Over the next couple of weeks, Ambassadors Sondland and 
Volker worked with President Trump's aide, Mr. Yermak, to draft 
a statement for President Zelensky to issue. When the aide pro­
posed a statement that did not include specific references to the in­
vestigations that President Trump wanted, the Burisma and Biden 
investigation and the 2016 election investigation, Mr. Giuliani re­
layed that that would not be good enough to get a White House 
meeting. 

And here you can see a comparison on the left of the original 
statement drafted by Mr. Yermak, the top aide to President 
Zelensky, and on the right, a revised statement with Mr. Giuliani's 
requirements. 

It says: We intend to initiate and complete a transparent and un­
biased investigation of all available facts and episodes-and here's 
the critical difference-including those involving Burisma and the 
2016 U.S. elections, which, in turn, will prevent the recurrence of 
this problem in the future. 

The only difference in the statement that Giuliani required and 
the statement that the Ukrainians had drafted was this reference 
to the two investigations that President Trump wanted and told 
President Zelensky about on the July 25 call. 

Now, ultimately President Zelensky's administration temporarily 
shelved this announcement, though efforts to press Ukraine would 
remain ongoing. By mid-August, Ukraine did not make a public an­
nouncement of the investigations that President Trump required, 
and as a result, no White House meeting was scheduled. 

But by this time, the President was pushing on another pressure 
point to coerce Ukraine to announce the investigations: the hold on 
the vital military assistance that the President had put in place for 
more than a month, still without any explanation to any of the pol­
icy experts. 

Our investigation revealed that a number of Ukrainian officials 
had made quiet inquiries to various U.S. officials about the aid as 
early as July 25, the day of the phone call. Inquiries by Ukrainian 
officials continued in the weeks that followed until the hold was re­
vealed at the end of August. But this is important: It was impor­
tant for the Ukrainian officials to keep it quiet, because if it be-



10327

45 

came public, then Russia would know that the U.S. support for 
Ukraine might be on ice. 

So by the end of that month, the evidence revealed several facts. 
One, the President demanded that Ukraine publicly announce two 
politically motivated investigations to benefit his reelection. Two, a 
coveted White House meeting was expressly conditioned on 
Ukraine announcing those investigations. Three, President Trump 
had placed a hold on vital military assistance to Ukraine without 
any explanation and notwithstanding the uniform support for that 
assistance from the relevant Federal agencies and Congress. 

Ambassador Taylor testified that this quid pro quo between the 
investigations President Trump wanted and the security assistance 
that President Trump needed was crazy, and he told Ambassador 
Sondland, as I said on the phone: I think it's crazy to withhold se­
curity assistance for help with a political campaign. 

Now, in an effort to move the White House meeting and the mili­
tary aid along, Ambassador Sond]and wrote an email to Secretary 
Pompeo on August 22. He wrote: Mike, should we block time in 
Warsaw for a short puH-aside for POTUS to meet Zelensky? I 
would ask Zelensky to look him in the eye and tell him that once 
Ukraine's new justice folks are in place, parentheses, mid-Sep­
tember, Z, President Zelensky, should be able to move forward pub­
licly and with confidence on those issues of importance to POTUS 
and to the U.S. Hopefully that will break the logjam. 

Ambassador Sondland testified that this was a reference to the 
political investigations that President Trump discussed on the July 
25 call, which Secretary Pompeo ultimately admitted to, that he lis­
tened to in real-time. Ambassador Sondland hoped that this would 
help lift the logjam, which he meant the hold on critical security 
assistance to Ukraine and the White House meeting. 

And what was Secretary Pompeo's response 3 minutes later? Yes. 
After the hold on military assistance became public on August 

28, senior Ukrainian officials expressed grave concern, deeply wor­
ried, of course, about the practical impact on their efforts to fight 
Russian aggression, but also-and this goes back to why it re­
mained confidential-also about the public message that it sent to 
the Russian Government. 

On September 1, at a prebriefing with Vice President Pence be­
fore he met with President Zelensky, Ambassador Sondland raised 
the issue of the hold on security assistance. He said: I mentioned 
to Vice President Pence before the meetings with the Ukrainians 
that I had concerns that the delay in aid had become tied to the 
issue of investigations. Vice President Pence simply nodded in re­
sponse, expressing neither surprise, nor dismay, at the linkage be­
tween the two. 

And following Vice President Pence's meeting with President 
Zelensky, Ambassador Sondland went over to Mr. Yermak again, 
President Zelensky's top aide, and pulled him aside, to explain that 
the hold on security assistance was also now conditioned on the 
public announcement of the Burisma/Biden and the 2016 election 
interference investigations. 

Ambassador Sondland then explained to Ambassador Taylor that 
he had previously made a mistake in telling Ukrainian officials 
that only the White House meeting was conditioned on a public an-
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nouncement of the political investigations beneficial to President 
Trump. In truth, everything, the White House meeting and the 
vital security assistance to Ukraine, was now conditioned on the 
public announcement. President Trump wanted President Zelensky 
in a public box. A private commitment was not good enough. 

Nearly 1 week later, on September 7, the hold remained, and 
President Trump and Ambassador Sondland spoke on the phone. 
The President immediately told Ambassador Sondland that there 
was no quid pro quo, but-and this is very important-President 
Zelensky would still be required to announce the investigations in 
order for the hold on security assistance to be lifted-and he should 
want to do it. In effect, this is the equivalent of saying there is no 
quid pro quo, no this for that, before then demanding precisely that 
quid pro quo. 

And immediately after this phone call with President Trump, 
this was the precise message that Ambassador Sondland passed di­
rectly to President Zelensky. According to Ambassador Taylor, Am­
bassador Sondland also said that he had talked to President 
Zelensky and Mr. Yermak and had told them that although this 
was not a quid pro quo, if President Zelensky did not clear things 
up in public, we would be at a stalemate, and I understood a stale­
mate to mean that Ukraine would not receive the much needed 
military assistance. 

Needing the military assistance and hoping for the White House 
meeting, President Zelensky finally relented to President Trump's 
pressure campaign, and arrangements were soon made for the 
Ukrainian President to make a statement during an interview on 
CNN where he would make a public announcement of the two in­
vestigations that President Trump wanted in order for President 
Zelensky to secure the White House meeting and for Ukraine to get 
that much needed military assistance. 

And although there is no doubt that President Trump had or­
dered the military aid held up until the Ukrainians committed to 
the investigations, on October 17 acting Chief of Staff Mick 
Mulvaney confirmed in public that there was such a quid pro quo. 
Let's watch what he said. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. GOLDMAN. There you have it. By early September, the Presi­

dent's scheme was unraveling. On September 9, the Intelligence, 
Oversight, and Foreign Affairs Committees announced an inves­
tigation into President Trump and Mr. Giuliani's efforts in 
Ukraine. And later that same day, the Intelligence Committee 
learned that a whistleblower had filed a complaint nearly a month 
earlier related to some unknown issue, but which the President 
and the White House knew was related to Ukraine and had been 
circulating among them for some time. 

And then, 2 days later, on September 11, in the face of growing 
public and congressional scrutiny, President Trump lifted the hold 
on security assistance to Ukraine. As with the implementation of 
the hold, no reason was provided. Put simply, President Trump got 
caught, so he released the aid. 

But even since this investigation began, the President has dem­
onstrated no contrition or acknowledgement that his demand for a 
foreign country to interfere in our election is wrong. In fact, he has 
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repeatedly called on Ukraine to investigate Vice President Eiden, 
his rival. 

These and other actions by the President and his associates dem­
onstrate that his determination to solicit foreign interference in our 
election continues today. It did not end with Russia's support for 
Trump in 2016, which President Trump invited by asking for his 
opponent to be hacked by Russia, and it did not end when his 
Ukrainian scheme was exposed in September of this year. 

President Trump also engaged once this investigation began in 
an unprecedented effort to obstruct the inquiry. And I look forward 
to answering your questions about that unprecedented obstruction. 

But in conclusion, I want to say that the Intelligence Committee 
has produced to you a nearly 300-page report. And I am grateful 
that you have offered me the opportunity today to walk you 
through some of the evidence underlying it. Admittedly, it is a lot 
to digest. 

But let me just say this. The President's scheme is actually quite 
simple, and the facts are not seriously in dispute. It can be boiled 
down to four key takeaways. 

First, that President Trump directed a scheme to pressure 
Ukraine into opening two investigations that would benefit his 
2020 reelection campaign, and not the U.S. national interest. 

Second, President Trump used his official office and the official 
tools of U.S. foreign policy, the withholding of an Oval Office meet­
ing and $391 million in security assistance, to pressure Ukraine 
into meeting his demands. 

Third, everyone was in the loop-his Chief of Staff, the Secretary 
of State, and the Vice President. 

And fourth, despite the public discovery of this scheme, which 
prompted the President to release the aid, he has not given up. He 
and his agents continue to solicit Ukrainian interference in our 
election, causing an imminent threat to our elections and our na­
tional security. 

Members of the committee, President Trump's--
Mr. GAETZ. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. His time has elapsed. 

Point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's time has expired. 
Mr. Deutch. 
Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Chairman, I have a motion. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his motion. 
Mr. DEUTCH. I move the committee shall be in recess subject to 

the call of the chair. 
Mr. GAETZ. I move to table. 
Chairman NADLER. The move to recess-­
Mr. GAETZ. I move to table the motion. 
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. Is a privileged motion. It is not 

debatable. 
All those in favor of the committee recessing-­
Mr. GAETZ. I seek a recorded vote. 
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. Subject to the call of the chair, 

will say aye. 
Opposed, nay. 
The ayes have it. The committee-­
VOICE. Roll call. 
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Chairman NADLER. Roll call? 
The clerk will call the roll. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler? 
Chairman NADLER. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes aye. 
Ms. Lofgren? 
Ms. LOFGREN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes aye. 
Ms. Jackson Lee? 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes aye. 
Mr. Cohen? 
Mr. COHEN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes aye. 
Mr. Johnson of Georgia? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes aye. 
Mr. Deutch? 
Mr. DEUTCH. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes aye. 
Ms. Bass? 
Ms. BASS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes aye. 
Mr. Richmond? 
Mr. RICHMOND. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes aye. 
Mr. Jeffries? 
Mr. JEFFRIES. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes aye. 
Mr. Cicilline? 
Mr. CICILLINE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes aye. 
Mr. Swalwell? 
Mr. SWALWELL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes aye. 
Mr. Lieu? 
Mr. LIEU. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Lieu votes aye. 
Mr. Raskin? 
Mr. RASKIN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes aye. 
Ms. Jayapal? 
Ms. JAYAPAL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes aye. 
Mrs. Demings? 
Mrs. DEMINGS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes aye. 
Mr. Correa? 
Mr. CORREA. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes aye. 
Ms. Scanlon? 
Ms. SCANLON. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes aye. 
Ms. Garcia? 
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Ms. GARCIA. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes aye. 
Mr. Neguse? 
Mr. NEGUSE. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes aye. 
Mrs. McBath? 
Mrs. MCBATH. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes aye. 
Mr. Stanton? 
Mr. STANTON. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes aye. 
Ms. Dean? 
Ms. DEAN. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes aye. 
Ms. Mucarsel-Powell? 
Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes aye. 
Ms. Escobar? 
Ms. ESCOBAR. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes aye. 
Mr. Collins? 
Mr. COLLINS. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes no. 
Mr. Sensenbrenner? 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. No. 
Ms. S'rRASSER. Mr. Chabot? 
Mr. CHABOT. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Oh, Mr. Sensenbrenner votes no. 
Mr. Chabot? 
Mr. CHABOT. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes no. 
Mr. Gohmert? 
Mr. GoHMER'I'. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes no. 
Mr. Jordan? 
Mr. JORDAN. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes no. 
Mr. Buck? 
[No response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe? 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes no. 
Mrs. Roby? 
Mrs. ROBY. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes no. 
Mr. Gaetz? 
Mr. GAETZ. No. This is so they can have a press conference be-

fore Mr. Castor gets the chance to offer rebuttal. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. GAETZ. Nobody asked for this break, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. The roll call is 

in progress. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes no. 
Mr. Johnson of Louisiana? 



10332

50 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes no. 
Mr. Biggs? 
Mr. BIGGS. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes no. 
Mr. McClintock? 
Mr. MCCLINTOCK. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes no. 
Mrs. Lesko? 
Mrs. LESKO. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes no. 
Mr. Reschenthaler? 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes no. 
Mr. Cline? 
Mr. CLINE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes no. 
Mr. Armstrong? 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes no. 
Mr. Steube? 
Mr. STEUBE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes no. 
Chairman NADLER. Has everyone voted who wishes to vote? 
The clerk will report. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 24 ayes and 16 noes. 
Chairman NADLER. The motion to recess at the call of the chair 

is adopted. 
Mr. JORDAN. How long do we anticipate the recess to be, Mr. 

Chairman? How long is the recess? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. JORDAN. I'd just like to know how long. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. GAETZ. It's until they're done with their press conference. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
The committee will stand in recess for 15 minutes. 
I will announce also that we've been in session about two and a 

half hours. After the conclusion of the testimony, and the cross­
exams will be about another two and a half hours, we'll probably 
stand in recess then before the commencement of the 5-minute 
round of questioning. 

I would ask that people remain in their seats while the two wit­
nesses are given an opportunity to leave. I would remind people in 
the audience that if they leave, they may not have their seats back 
when we reconvene. 

The committee will stand in recess, and we'll reconvene in 15 
minutes. 

[Recess.] 
Chairman NADLER. The committee will reconvene. When we re­

cessed, we were about to hear from Mr. Castor. 
Mr. Castor, you are recognized for 45 minutes. 
Mr. CASTOR. Afternoon, Chairman, Ranking Member Collins, 

members of the committee, members of the staff. Thank you again 
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for having me back and giving me the opportunity to testify about 
the evidence gathered during our-the impeachment inquiry. 

At the outset, let me say that the evidence does not support the 
allegations that my Democrat colleagues have made, and I don't be­
lieve the evidence leads to the conclusions they suggest. I'm hopeful 
to add some important perspective and context to the facts under 
discussion today. 

The chief allegation that the Democrats' impeachment inquiry 
has been trying to assess over the last 76 days is this: whether 
President Trump abused the power of his office, through a quid pro 
quo, bribery, extortion, or whatever, by withholding a meeting or 
security assistance as a way of pressuring Ukrainian President 
Zelensky to investigate the President's political rival, former VP 
Eiden, for the President's political benefit in the upcoming election. 

The secondary allegation that has been levied is whether Presi­
dent Trump obstructed Congress during the inquiry. 

The evidence obtained during the inquiry does not support either 
of those allegations. The Republican report of evidence lays out the 
reasons in more detail, but I will summarize. 

I will begin with the substantive allegation about an abuse of 
power. The inquiry has returned no direct evidence that President 
Trump withheld a meeting or security assistance in order to pres­
sure President Zelensky to investigate former VP Eiden. Witnesses 
who testified in the inquiry have denied having awareness of crimi­
nal activity or even an impeachable offense. 

On the key question of the President's state of mind, there is no 
clear evidence that President Trump acted with malicious intent. 
Overall, at best, the impeachment inquiry record is riddled with 
hearsay, presumptions, and speculation. There are conflicting and 
ambiguous facts throughout the record, facts that could be inter­
preted in different ways. 

To paraphrase Professor Turley from last week, the impeachment 
record is heavy on presumptions and empty on proof. That's not me 
saying that. That is Professor Turley. 

So let me start with the best direct evidence of any potential 
quid pro quo or impeachable scheme. This is President Trump's 
phone call with Zelensky for which the National Security Council 
and the White House Situation Room staff prepared a call sum­
mary. 

According to testimony from Tim Morrison at the NSC, the sum­
mary was accurate and complete. NSC staff member Lieutenant 
Colonel Alexander Vindman testified that any omissions in the 
summary were not significant and that editing was not done mali­
ciously. 

President Trump has declassified and released the call summary 
so the American people can review it and assess it for themselves. 

I'll make a few points that seem to have gone undernoticed. 
The call summary reflects absolutely no pressure or condition­

ality. President Zelensky vocalized no concerns with the subject 
matters discussed. And there is no indication of bribery, extortion, 
or other illegal conduct on the call. 

The call summary shows President Trump and President 
Zelensky engaged in pleasantries and cordialities. The call sum­
mary reveals laughter. 
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Simply put, the call is not the sinister mob shakedown that some 
Democrats have described. 

President Trump raised his concerns about European allies pay­
ing their fair share in security assistance to Ukraine, a concern 
that President Trump would continue to raise, both publicly and 
privately. 

There is no discussion on the call-I repeat-no discussion on the 
call about the upcoming 2020 election or security sector assistance 
to Ukraine. 

Beyond the call summary, the next best piece of evidence are the 
statements from the two participants on the call. President 
Zelensky has said he felt no pressure on the call. On September 25 
at the United Nations, he said: We had, I think, a good phone call. 
It was normal. Nobody pushed me. 

On October 6, President Zelensky said: I was never pressured, 
and there were no conditions being imposed. 

Four days later, on October 10, President Zelensky said again: 
There is nothing wrong with the call, no blackmail. This is not cor­
ruption. It was just a call. 

And just recently in Time magazine, President Zelensky said: I 
never talked to the President from a position of a quid pro quo. 

Because President Zelensky would be the target of any alleged 
quid pro quo scheme, his statements denying any pressure carry 
significant weight. He is, in fact, the supposed victim here. 

Other senior Ukrainian Government officials confirmed President 
Zelensky's statements. Foreign Minister Prystaiko said on Sep­
tember 21: I know what the conversation was about, and I think 
there was no pressure. Oleksandr Danylyuk, who was then Sec­
retary of Ukraine's National Security and Defense Council, told 
Ambassador Bill Taylor on the night of the call that the Ukrainian 
Government was not disturbed by anything on the call. 

President Trump, of course, has also said that he did not pres­
sure President Zelensky. On September 25, President Trump said 
there was no pressure. When asked if he wanted President 
Zelensky to do more to investigate the former VP, President Trump 
responded: No, I want him to do whatever he can, whatever he can 
do in terms of corruption, because corruption is massive, that's 
what he should do. 

Several witnesses attested to the President's concerns about 
Ukrainian corruption. The initial readouts of the July 25 call from 
both the Ukrainian Government and the State Department raised 
no concerns. 

Although Lieutenant Colonel Vindman noted concerns, those con­
cerns were not shared by National Security Council leadership. 
They were not shared by General Keith Kellogg, who listened on 
the call. Lieutenant General Kellogg said in a statement: I heard 
nothing wrong or improper on the call; I had and have no concerns. 

Lieutenant Colonel Vindman's superior, Tim Morrison, testified 
that he was concerned the call would leak and be misused in Wash­
ington's political process, but he did not believe that anything dis­
cussed on the call was illegal or improper. 

Much has also been made about President Trump's reference on 
the July 25 call to Hunter Biden's position on the board of 
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Eurisma, a corrupt Ukrainian energy company, and the actions of 
certain Ukrainian officials in the run-up to the 2016 election. 

Democrats dismiss these conspiracy theories to suggest that the 
President has no legitimate reason, other than his own political in­
terest, to raise these issues with President Zelensky. The evidence, 
however, shows that there are legitimate questions about both 
issues. 

With respect to Eurisma, Deputy Assistant Secretary George 
Kent testified that the company had a reputation for corruption. 
The company was founded by Mykola Zlochevsky, who served as 
Ukraine's Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources. When 
Zlochevsky served in that role, his company, Eurisma, received oil 
exploration licenses without public auctions. 

Eurisma brought Hunter Eiden onto its board of direction-board 
of directors-according to the New York Times, as part of a broad 
effort by Eurisma to bring in well-connected Democrats during a 
period when the company was facing investigations, backed not 
just by domestic Ukrainian forces, but by officials in the Obama ad­
ministration. George Kent testified about these efforts. 

Hunter Eiden reportedly received between $50,000 and $83,000 
a month as compensation for his position on Eurisma's board. At 
the time that Hunter Eiden joined the board, his father, the former 
VP, was the Obama administration's point person for Ukraine. 

Eiden has no specific corporate governance expertise, and we 
don't believe he speaks Ukrainian or Russian. We don't believe he 
moved there. So he's getting this gigantic paycheck for what? 

The Washington Post wrote at the time of Eiden's appointment 
to Eurisma's board that it looked nepotistic at best and The Wash­
ington Post said-The Washington Post-nefarious at worst. 

According to The Wall Street Journal, anticorruption activists in 
Ukraine also raised concerns that the former VP's son received 
money from Zlochevsky and worried that that would mean 
Zlochevsky would be protected and not prosecuted. 

Witnesses in the impeachment inquiry noted Hunter Eiden's role 
on the board and how it presented, at minimum, a conflict of inter­
est. Lieutenant Colonel Vindman testified that Hunter Eiden did 
not appear qualified to serve on Eurisma's board. 

Witnesses testified that Hunter Eiden's role on the board was a 
legitimate concern to raise. In fact, George Kent explained that in 
2015, he raised a concern to the office of former Vice President 
Eiden that Hunter Eiden's role on Eurisma's board presented a po­
tential conflict of interest. 

However, Hunter Eiden's role did not change, and former Vice 
President Eiden continued to lead U.S. policy in Ukraine. 

On this record, there is a legitimate basis for President Trump 
to have concern about Hunter Eiden's role on Eurisma's board. 

The prospect that some senior Ukrainian officials worked against 
President Trump in the run-up to the 2016 election draws an even 
more visceral reaction from most Democrats. Let me say very, very 
clearly that election interference is not binary. I'm not saying that 
it was Ukraine and not Russia. I'm saying that both countries can 
work to influence an election. 

A systemic, coordinated Russian interference effort does not 
mean that some Ukrainian officials-some Ukrainian officials-did 
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not work to oppose President Trump's candidacy, did not make 
statements against President Trump during the election. 

Ambassador Volker testified in his public hearing that it is pos­
sible for more than one country to seek influence in U.S. elections. 
Dr. Hill testified likewise at her public hearing. 

Contemporaneous news articles in 2016 noted how President 
Trump's candidacy led Kyiv's wider political leadership to do some­
thing they would never have attempted before-intervene, however 
indirectly, in a U.S. election. In August 2016, the Ukrainian am­
bassador to the U.S. published an op-ed in The Hill criticizing can­
didate Trump. Other senior Ukrainian officials called candidate 
Trump a clown and other words. They alleged that he challenged 
the very values of the free world. One prominent Ukrainian parlia­
mentarian explained that the majority of Ukraine's political figures 
were on Hillary Clinton's side. 

A January 2017 Politico article lays out in more detail efforts by 
the Ukrainian Government officials to oppose President Trump's 
candidacy. The article notes how Ukraine worked to sabotage the 
Trump campaign by publicly questioning his fitness for office. 

The article detailed how a woman named Alexandra Chalupa, a 
Ukrainian American contractor, paid by the DNC, and working 
with the DNC and the Clinton campaign, traded information and 
leads about the Trump campaign with the staff at the Ukrainian 
Embassy in Washington. Chalupa explained how the Ukrainian 
Embassy worked directly with reporters to point them in the right 
direction. 

Witnesses in the impeachment inquiry testified that the aHega­
tion of Ukrainian influence in the 2016 election was appropriate to 
examine. Ambassador Volker testified that he thought it was fine 
to investigate allegations about 2016 influence. Ambassador Taylor 
said, for example, that the allegations surprised and disappointed 
him. 

On this record, I do not believe that one could conclude that 
President Trump had no legitimate basis to raise a concern about 
efforts by Ukrainians to influence the 2016 election. 

Let me now turn to the first assertion, that President Trump 
withheld a meeting with President Zelensky as a way of pressuring 
him to investigate the former VP. 

Here it is important to note Ukraine's long, profound history of 
endemic corruption. Several witnesses in the inquiry have testified 
about these problems. Ambassador Marie Yovanovitch, for example, 
said Ukraine's corruption is not just prevalent but, frankly, is the 
system. Witnesses testified to having firsthand knowledge that 
President Trump is deeply skeptical of Ukraine due to its corrup­
tion, dating back years, and that this skepticism contributed to 
President Trump's initial hesitancy to meet with President 
Zelensky. 

Ambassador Volker testified: So I know he had a very deep-root­
ed, skeptical view, and my understanding at the time was that, 
even though he agTeed in the meeting that we had with him, say, 
okay, I'll invite him, I'll invite him, he didn't really want to do it, 
Volker said, and that's why the meeting kept getting delayed. 

Another relevant set of facts here is the effort of some Ukrainian 
officials to oppose President Trump's candidacy in the 2016 elec-
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tion. Some of these Ukrainian politicians initially remained in gov­
ernment when President Zelensky took over. Witnesses testified 
that these Ukrainian efforts in 2016 colored how President Trump 
viewed Ukraine. 

It's also important to note that President Zelensky was a rel­
atively unknown quantity for U.S. policymakers. Ambassador 
Yovanovitch called him an untried politician. Dr. Hill testified that 
there were concerns within the National Security Council about 
Zelensky's relationship with Igor Kolomoisky, a controversial oli­
garch in Ukraine. 

Although President Zelensky ran on a reform platform, President 
Zelensky appointed Kolomoisky's lawyer, Mr. Bohdan, as his chief 
of staff. Both Ambassador Volker and Senator Ron Johnson noted 
that this appointment raised concerns. 

These facts are important in assessing the President's state of 
mind in understanding whether President Zelensky was truly com­
mitted to fighting corruption in Ukraine. 

The evidence shows that President Trump invited President 
Zelensky to meet at the White House on three separate occasions, 
all without any conditions. The first was on April 21 during the ini­
tial congratulatory phone call. The second was via letter on May 
29. 

This letter followed an Oval Office meeting on May 23 with the 
U.S. delegation to the inauguration. During this meeting, President 
Trump again expressed his skepticism about Ukraine. Ambassador 
Volker recalled the President saying: These are terrible people and 
a corrupt country. 

Ambassador Sondland similarly testified that Ukraine, in the 
President's view, tried to take him down in the 2016 election. Sen­
ator Ron Johnson confirmed his testimony in his submission to the 
impeachment inquiry. 

Finally, the third time that President Trump invited Zelensky to 
meet, again without any preconditions, was during the July 25 
phone call. Although some time passed between May 2019, when 
the President formally invited Zelensky to meet, and September 25, 
when the Presidents met, the evidence does not show that the 
Ukrainian Government felt additional pressure due to this delay. 

To the contrary, Ambassador Volker testified that the Ukrainian 
regime felt pretty good about its relationship with the Trump ad­
ministration in this period. During those 4 months, senior Ukrain­
ian Government officials had at least nine meetings or phone calls 
with President Trump, Vice President Pence, Secretary Pompeo, 
National Security Advisor Bolton, and U.S. ambassadors. 

The evidence does not support a conclusion that President Trump 
conditioned a meeting with President Zelensky on investigating 
former Vice President Eiden. 

Mr. Yermak, President Zelensky's close adviser, said that explic­
itly in an August 2019 New York Times story which was published 
before the beginning of the impeachment inquiry. In this article, 
Yermak said that he and Mayor Giuliani did not discuss a link be­
tween a Presidential meeting and investigations. 

Witness testimony confirms Yermak's statement. Ambassador 
Volker testified there was no linkage between a potential meeting 
and investigations. 
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Although Ambassador Sondland testified that he believed there 
was a quid pro quo, his testimony is not as clear as it has been 
portrayed. In his deposition, Ambassador Sondland testified that he 
believed the meeting was conditioned on a public anticorruption 
statement, not on investigations themselves, a distinction that dur­
ing his deposition he was keen to note. Ambassador Sondland said 
then that nothing about the request raised any red flags. 

In his public testimony, Ambassador Sondland clarified that he 
had no firsthand knowledge of any linkage coming from the Presi­
dent, and never discussed any preconditions with the President. He 
merely presumed there were preconditions. 

I'd also like to address the July 10 meeting in Ambassador 
Bolton's office with two senior Ukrainian officials. Allow me to sub­
mit that here, too, there is conflicting evidence about the facts. 
Both Dr. Hill and Lieutenant Colonel Vindman testified that Am­
bassador Sondland raised investigations during this meeting, caus­
ing Ambassador Bolton to abruptly end the meeting. 

Dr. Hill testified she confronted Ambassador Sondland over his 
discussion about investigations. Ambassador Sondland's testimony 
about this meeting, however, is scattered. 

In his closed-door deposition, he testified that no national secu­
rity staff member ever once expressed concerns to him that he was 
acting improperly, and he denied that he raised investigations dur­
ing this meeting. 

But when he came here to testify in public, he acknowledged, for 
the first time, that he raised investigations, but he denied that the 
meeting ended abruptly. He maintained that Dr. Hill never raised 
concerns to him and that any discussion of investigations did not 
mention anything specific, such as Eiden or 2016. 

Let me lastly address the allegation that President Trump di­
rected Vice President Pence not to attend President Zelensky's in­
auguration as another way of pressuring Ukraine to investigate 
former Vice President Eiden. 

Jennifer Williams, a senior adviser in the office of the Vice Presi­
dent, testified that a colleague-she said it was the Chief of Staffs 
assistant-told her-the Chief of Staffs assistant-that President 
Trump had directed Vice President Pence not to attend the inau­
guration. However, Williams had no firsthand knowledge of any 
such direction or the reasons given for any such direction. 

If indeed such a direction was given, it's not clear from the evi­
dence why it was done because the Vice President's office was jug­
gling other potential trips during that time, and the Ukrainian 
Parliament scheduled the election on an extremely short time­
frame. It was just 4 days' notice. 

Williams explained that there was a window-there was a win­
dow of dates, May 30 through June 1, during which the Vice Presi­
dent could attend the inauguration, and that was communicated, 
and that if it wasn't one of those dates, it would be difficult or im­
possible to attend the inauguration. Separately, the office of the 
Vice President was also planning an unrelated trip to Canada to 
promote the USMCA during this same window. The USMCA was, 
and still is, a significant priority for the administration. Vice Presi­
dent Pence has done a number of public events in support of it. 
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President Trump was a]so planning foreign travel during this 
time period. And, as Dr. Hill testified, both President Trump and 
Vice President Pence cannot both be out of the country at the same 
time. 

Williams explained that these factors created a narrow window 
for the Vice President's participation in the inauguration. Dr. Hill 
testified that she had no knowledge that the Vice President was di­
rected not to attend. 

On May 16th, the outgoing Ukrainian Parliament scheduled the 
inauguration for May 20, only 4 days later. May 20 was not one 
of the three dates that Vice President Pence's office had provided 
for his availability. 

Williams testified that this early date surprised the Vice Presi­
dent's office because we weren't expecting the Ukrainians to look 
at that timeframe. 

George Kent at the State Department said that this short notice 
from the Ukrainians forced the State Department to scramble to 
find a U.S. official to lead the delegation, finally settling on Sec­
retary of Energy Rick Perry. 

On May 20, the date of President Zelensky's inauguration, Vice 
President Pence was in Jacksonville, Florida, for an event pro­
moting USMCA. 

Finally, on September 25, President Trump and President 
Zelensky met during the United Nations General Assembly. The 
two met without Ukraine ever taking action on investigations, and 
according to Ambassador Taylor, there was no discussion of inves­
tigations during this meeting. 

I will now turn to the second assertion, that President Trump 
withheld taxpayer-funded security assistance to Ukraine as a way 
of pressuring Zelensky to conduct these investigations. 

Here, too, context is critically important. President Trump has 
been skeptical of foreign assistance in general and believes quite 
strongly that our European allies should share more of the burden 
for regional defense. That's an assertion he made on the campaign 
trail, something he's raised consistently since. 

It's also important to note that U.S. security assistance is condi­
tioned to countries around the world and that U.S. aid, including 
aid to Ukraine, has been temporarily paused in the past for various 
reasons and even for no reason at all. 

Ambassador Volker testified the 55-day pause on security assist­
ance did not strike him as uncommon and that the pause was not 
significant. Dr. Hill and State Department official Catherine Croft 
both testified that security assistance to Ukraine specifically had 
been temporarily paused in the past. 

In fact, Ambassador David Hale, the Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs, the third most senior person at the State Depart­
ment, testified that the National Security Council had launched a 
review of U.S. foreign assistance across the world to make sure tax­
payer dollars were spent in the national interest and to advance 
the principle of burden-sharing by our allies. 

Dr. Hill testified that as she was leaving the NSC in July, there 
had been a directive for a whole-scale review of our foreign policy 
assistance. She said there had been more scrutiny on security as­
sistance as a result. 
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Another important data point is President Trump's willingness to 
take a stronger stance in supporting Ukraine against Russian ag­
gression and compared to the previous administration. Several wit­
nesses testified that President Trump's willingness to provide 
Ukraine with lethal defensive assistance, Javelin anti-tank mis­
siles, was a substantial improvement, a stronger policy, and a sig­
nificant decision. 

When we discuss Democrat allegations that President Trump 
withheld vital security assistance dollars from Ukraine, we should 
also remember that it was President Trump, and not President 
Obama, who provided Ukraine with lethal defensive weapons. 

I make all of these points here because there are relevant pieces 
of information that bear on how the House should view the evi­
dence in question. Although the security assistance was paused in 
July, the evidence is virtually silent on the definitive reason for the 
pause. 

In fact, the only direct evidence of the reason for the pause comes 
from 0MB official Mark Sandy, who testified that he learned in 
September that the pause was related to the President's concern 
about other countries contributing more to Ukraine. He explained 
how 0MB received requests for information on what other coun­
tries were contributing to Ukraine, which 0MB provided in the 
first week of September. The aid, of course, was released Sep­
tember 11. 

Several witnesses have testified that security assistance was not 
linked to Ukraine's investigations. Ambassador Volker's testimony 
is particularly relevant on this point, because he was a key inter­
mediary with the Ukrainian Government and someone who they 
trusted and sought for advice. 

Ambassador Volker testified that he was aware of no quid pro 
quo and the Ukrainians never raised such concerns to him. When 
Ambassador Taylor raised the possibility of a quid pro quo to Am­
bassador Volker, Volker said he replied there's no linkage here. 
During his deposition, Chairman Schiff tried to pin him down on 
this point, but Ambassador Volker was clear, there was no connec­
tion. 

In his public testimony, Ambassador Volker reiterated there was 
no linkage. Similarly, George Kent at the State Department said 
he did not associate aid to investigations, and he relayed how Am­
bassador Taylor told him that Tim Morrison and Ambassador 
Sondland also believed the two were not linked. 

Ambassador Sondland's testimony, as we have seen already, is a 
bit more scattered. In his deposition he said that he was never 
aware of preconditions on security assistance or that the security 
assistance was tied to investigations. Ambassador Sondland then 
later provided a written statement supplementing his deposition in 
which he explained for the first time that in the absence of any 
clear explanation, he presumed a link between security assistance 
and an anticorruption statement were linked. 

Ambassador Sondland also attested in his written supplement 
that he likely voiced this concern to Mr. Yermak, a close adviser 
of President Zelensky, on September 1 in Warsaw. Mr. Yermak, 
however, in a subsequent news account published on November 22, 
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disputed Ambassador Sondland's account and said he doesn't re­
member any reference to the military aid. 

In his public testimony, Ambassador Sondland reiterated that his 
testimony was based on a presumption, acknowledging to Con­
gressman Turner that no one on the planet told him that security 
assistance to Ukraine was conditioned on investigations. 

Ambassador Taylor is the other relevant actor here. He testified 
in his deposition that he had a clear understanding that Ukraine 
would not receive the security assistance until President Zelensky 
committed to the investigations. However, in his public testimony, 
Ambassador Taylor acknowledged that his clear understanding 
came from Ambassador Sondland, who was merely presuming that 
there was a link. 

President Trump, too, rejected any linkage between security as­
sistance to Ukraine and investigations. The President's statements 
in this regard ought to be persuasive, because he made the same 
statement in two separate private conversations, with two different 
U.S. officials, 10 days apart. There would be no reason for the 
President to be anything less than candid during these private con­
versations. 

On August 31, President Trump spoke by phone with Senator 
Johnson, who was travelling to Ukraine in the coming days, and 
sought the President's permission to tell President Zelensky that 
the security assistance would be forthcoming. President Trump re­
sponded that he was not ready to do that, citing Ukrainian corrup­
tion and burden-sharing among European allies. 

When Senator Johnson raised the potential linkage between se­
curity assistance and investigation, President Trump vehemently 
denied any connection, saying: No way. I would never do that. Who 
told you that? 

In closing the call, President Trump told Senator Johnson that 
we're reviewing it now, referring to the security assistance, and 
guess what, you'll probably like my final decision. He told that to 
Senator Johnson on August 31. This statement strongly suggests 
that President Trump was already leaning toward lifting the aid. 

Separately, on September 9, President Trump spoke by phone 
with Ambassador Sondland. Ambassador Sondland asked the Presi­
dent: What do you want from Ukraine? The President-President 
Trump responded: I want nothing, I want no quid pro quo, I want 
Zelensky to do the right thing. 

In addition, senior Ukrainian Government officials denied any 
awareness of a linkage between U.S. security assistance and inves­
tigations. These denials are persuasive because if there was, in 
fact, an orchestrated scheme to pressure Ukraine by withholding 
security assistance, one would think the pause on security assist­
ance would have been clearly communicated to the Ukrainians. 

Mr. CASTOR. Foreign Minister Prystaiko told the media in No­
vember, following news of Ambassador Sondland's written supple­
mental testimony, that Sondland never linked security assistance 
to investigations. Prystaiko said, "I have never seen a direct rela­
tionship between investigations and security assistance." 

Although there is some testimony that Ukrainian officials from 
the embassy in Washington made informal inquiries to the State 
Department and Defense Department about these issues with secu-
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rity assistance in July and August, the evidence does not show 
President Zelensky or his senior advisors in Kyiv were aware of the 
pause until it was publicly reported by Politico on August 28. 

A subsequent news article explained the conflicting testimony 
that embassy officials in Washington had made in formal inquiries 
about issues with the aid while senior officials in Kyiv denied 
awareness of the pause. The article explained that then-Ukrainian 
Ambassador Chaly, who was appointed by President Zelensky's 
predecessor, went rogue and did not inform President Zelensky 
that there was any issue with the aid. 

According to the news account, President Zelensky and his senior 
team only learned of a pause when it was reported on August 28. 
As Ambassador Volker testified, because senior Ukrainian officials 
were unaware of the pause, there was no leverage implied. 

The actions of senior Ukrainian Government officials while the 
security assistance was paused reinforces a conclusion that they 
did not know the aid was on hold. In the 55 days during which the 
security assistance was paused, President Zelensky had five discus­
sions with U.S. senior officials. On July 25, he spoke with Presi­
dent Trump on the phone. On July 26, he met with Ambassador 
Volker, Ambassador Taylor, and Ambassador Sondland in Kyiv. On 
August 27, he met with Ambassador Bolton. September 1, he met 
with Vice President Pence in Warsaw. And on September 5, he met 
with Senator Ron Johnson, Senator Chris Murphy in Kyiv. 

In none of these meetings did President Zelensky raise any con­
cern about linkage between security assistance and investigations. 
In particular, the September 5 meeting with Senator Johnson and 
Senator Murphy is notable because they're not part of the Trump 
administration and President Zelensky could be candid with them. 

What did occur during those 55 days were historic efforts by 
Ukraine's parliament, called the Rada, to implement anticorruption 
reform. Vice President Pence had pressed President Zelensky about 
these reforms during their September 1 meeting. In their deposi­
tions, Ambassador Taylor lauded President Zelensky's rapid re­
forms, and National Security Council official Morrison testified 
that, during a meeting in Kyiv, he noted that everyone on the 
Ukrainian side of the table was exhausted because they had been 
up all night working on these reforms. 

On September 11, President Trump discussed the matter with 
Vice President Pence, Senator Portman, and Acting Chief of Staff 
Mulvaney. According to Tim Morrison's testimony, they discussed 
whether Ukraine's progress on anticorruption reform was enough 
to justify releasing the security assistance. Morrison testified that 
Vice President Pence was obviously armed with the conversation he 
had with President Zelensky, and they convinced the President 
that the aid should be disbursed immediately. The President then 
lifted the hold. 

In concluding this point, we have considerable evidence that 
President Trump was skeptical of Ukraine due to its corruption. 
We have evidence that the President was skeptical of foreign as­
sistance in general and that he believes strongly our allies should 
share the burden for regional defense. We know the White House 
was reviewing foreign assistance in general to ensure it furthered 
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U.S. interests and that 0MB researched and provided information 
about which foreign countries were contributing money to Ukraine. 

President Trump told Senator Johnson on August 31, "We're re­
viewing it now, and you'll probably like my final decision." He told 
Ambassador Sondland on September 9, "I want Zelensky to do 
what he ran on." President Zelensky, who ran on an anticorruption 
platform, was an untried politician with ties to a potential con­
troversial oligarch. Vice President Pence reiterated to President 
Zelensky that on September 1 the need for reform was paramount. 

After President Zelensky paused-I'm sorry. After President 
Zelensky passed historic anticorruption reforms, the pause on secu­
rity assistance was lifted, and the Presidents met 2 weeks later. 

The Ukrainian Government never took any action on investiga­
tions at issue in the impeachment inquiry. 

Much has been made about a so-called shadow or irregular for­
eign policy apparatus that President Trump is alleged to have or­
chestrated as a mechanism to force Ukraine to initiate investiga­
tions. The allegation is President Trump conspired to recall Ambas­
sador Yovanovitch from Ukraine so his agents could pursue a 
scheme to pressure Ukraine to conduct these investigations. But 
there are logical flaws with these arguments. 

First, every ambassador interviewed in the impeachment inquiry 
acknowledged the President has an absolute right to recall ambas­
sadors for any reason or no reason. It's apparent that President 
Trump lost confidence in Ambassador Yovanovitch, and it's simply 
not an abuse of power for him to recall her. 

Beyond that, the Trump administration replaced Ambassador 
Yovanovitch with Ambassador Bill Taylor, who became one of the 
first State Department officials to voice concerns discussed during 
the course of our inquiry here. In fact, Ambassador Taylor played 
a prominent role in some of the hearings last month. If President 
Trump truly sought to remove Ambassador Yovanovitch as part of 
a nefarious plan, he certainly would not have replaced her with 
someone of the likes of Ambassador Bi]] Taylor. 

Second, the three U.S. officials who comprised the so-called shad­
ow foreign policy apparatus-Ambassador Volker, Sondland, and 
Secretary Perry-can hardly be called irregular and certainly not 
outlandish. All were senior U.S. officials with official interests in 
Ukraine policy. The three kept the State Department and the NSC 
informed of their activities. 

Finally, there is evidence that Mayor Giuliani did not speak on 
behalf of the President. According to a news story, on November 
22, Mr. Yermak asked Ambassador Volker to connect him with 
Mayor Giuliani because the Zelensky team was surprised by the 
mayor's negative comments about Ukraine. They wanted to change 
his mind. 

Both Ambassador Volker in his deposition and Yermak in an Au­
gust New York Times article denied that Mayor Giuliani was 
speaking on behalf of President Trump as his agent. Instead, as 
Ambassador Volker explained, the Ukrainian Government saw 
Giuliani as an conduit through which they could change the Presi­
dent's mind. 

The second allegation at issue, of course, is whether the Presi­
dent obstructed Congress by not agreeing to all the demands for 
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documents and testimony. As somebody with experience with con­
gressional investigations and strongly-you know, I strongly be­
lieve in Congress's Article I authority. But this impeachment in­
quiry has departed drastically from past bipartisan precedents for 
Presidential impeachment as well as the fundamental tenets of fair 
and effective congressional oversight. 

First, process matters. The bipartisan Rodino-Hyde precedents 
guaranteed fundamental fairness and due process to the President. 
It allowed substantive minority participation and participation 
from the President's counsel in the fact-finding process. Neither as­
pect was present here. Democrats denied us witnesses. Democrats 
voted down subpoenas we sought to issue for both documents and 
testimony. And I'll note, Democrats never brought to a committee 
vote any of the subpoenas that were issued. They were all tabled. 
Democrats directed witnesses not to answer our questions. And 
these sorts of actions delegitimize the inquiry and do not give the 
witnesses or the President confidence that the inquiry is fair. 

Second, the President or any potential witness to this impeach­
ment inquiry should be allowed to raise defenses without it being 
used as an adverse inference against him. Courts have held that 
the Constitution mandates an accommodations process between the 
branches. For this reason, congressional oversight is a time-inten­
sive endeavor. It certainly takes long than 76 days. 

Here, however, the initial letters from the Democrats instructed 
potential witnesses that, if they did not cooperate in full, it shall 
constitute evidence of obstruction. Democrats wanted all their de­
mands honored immediately and were unwilling to consider the ex­
ecutive branch's privileges or defenses. 

Finally, there is no basis for obstruction. The one witness who 
said he spoke to President Trump about his appearance as a wit­
ness, Ambassador Sondland, testified the President told him to co­
operate and tell the truth. The President has declassified and re­
leased the call summary of his July 25 and April 21 calls with 
President Zelensky. The White House wrote to Speaker Pelosi to 
say that it was willing to cooperate further if the House returned 
to a well-established, bipartisan, constitutional-based impeachment 
process. As we know, these protections were never afforded. 

In closing, I'd like to briefly address the Democrats' narrative as 
articulated in their report. The Democrat narrative virtually ig­
nores any evidence that's not helpful for their case. It ignores, for 
instance, Ambassador Sondland's testimony that he presented, that 
there was a quid pro quo. And it ignores the many public state­
ments made by Ukrainian officials. The report presents a story as 
if the evidence is clear, when in reality it's anything but. 

Democrats have gone to great lengths to gather information to 
build their case, and they've even obtained and released phone 
records relating to the communications of the President's personal 
attorney, a reporter, and a Member of Congress. There are addi­
tional phone records that have not yet been released, and our mem­
bers remain concerned about the prospect of more phone records 
being released. 

There have been a lot of hyperbole, a lot of hysteria over the last 
3 months about this inquiry and the underlying facts. I believe a 
lot of this can be traced back to the anonymous whistleblower com-
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plaint. I believe the whistleblower reframed a lot of the facts at 
issue and caused witnesses in the inquiry to recast their views. 
And it's unfortunate that we haven't been able to interview the 
whistle blower. 

Finally, some have likened the impeachment inquiry to a special 
prosecutor's investigation. If one accepts that comparison, one 
should also expect that, like Ken Starr and Robert Mueller, the 
chairman should testify. And our members-all the committees be­
lieve very strongly that Chairman Schiff should testify and answer 
questions. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, the time is yours. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's time has expired. 
We will now proceed to the first round of questions. 
Mr. GoHMERT. Point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Pursuant-the gentleman will state his point 

of order. 
Mr. GoHMERT. We've been told that counsel for the Democrats 

was a witness and that's why he didn't have to comport with the 
rules of decorum. And now he's sitting up here--

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state a point of order. 
Mr. GoHMERT. I've been a judge, and I know that you don't get 

to be a witness and a judge in the same case. That's my point of 
order. He should not be up here. 

Chairman NADLER. That's not a point of order. 
Mr. GOHMERT. It is. 
Chairman NADLER. Pursuant to House Resolution 660 and its ac­

companying Judiciary Committee procedures, there will be 45 min­
utes of questions conducted by the Chairman or majority counsel, 
followed by 45 minutes by the Ranking Member or minority coun­
sel. Only the Chair and Ranking Member and their respective 
counsels may question witnesses during this period. 

Following that, unless I specify additional equal time for ex­
tended questioning, we will proceed under the 5-minute rule. And 
every member will have the chance to ask questions. 

I now recognize myself for the first round of questions. 
The Republicans' expert witness last week, Professor Turley, 

wrote in an article that, quote, "there is no question that the use 
of public office for personal gain is an impeachable offense, includ­
ing the withholding of military aid in exchange for the investiga­
tion of a political opponent. You just have to prove it happened," 
close quote. That was Mr. Turley's comment. 

Now, Mr. Goldman, did the investigative committees conclude 
that the evidence proved that the President used his public office 
for personal gain? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. And, in fact, Finding of Fact V said, "Presi­

dent Trump used the power of the Office of the President to apply 
increasing pressure on the President of Ukraine and the Ukrainian 
Government to announce the politically motivated investigations 
desired by President Trump." 

And did the evidence also prove that President Trump withheld 
military aid in exchange for an announcement of an investigation 
of his political opponent? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, it did. 
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Chairman NADLER. And, in fact, Finding of Fact V(B) said, quote, 
"President Trump, acting through his agents and subordinates, 
conditioned release of the vital military assistance he had sus­
pended to Ukraine on the President of Ukraine's public announce­
ment of the investigations that President Trump sought." 

And did the evidence demonstrate that President Trump under­
mined the national security interests of the United States? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, in many-in several ways. 
Chairman NADLER. And Finding of Fact VI said, "In directing 

and orchestrating this scheme to advance his personal political in­
terests, President Trump did not implement, promote, or advance 
U.S. anticorruption policies. In fact, the President sought to pres­
sure and induce of Government of Ukraine to announce politically 
motivated investigations lacking legitimate predication that the 
U.S. Government otherwise discourages and opposes as a matter of 
policy in that country and around the world. In so doing, the Presi­
dent undermined U.S. policy supporting anticorruption reform and 
the rule of law in Ukraine and undermined U.S. national security." 

And did the evidence also show that President Trump com­
promised the national security of the United States? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Chairman NADLER. In fact, Finding of Fact VII said, "By with­

holding vital military assistance and diplomatic support from a 
strategic foreign partner government engaged in an ongoing mili­
tary conflict illegally instigated by Russia, President Trump com­
promised national security to advance his personal political inter­
ests." 

And did the evidence prove that President Trump engaged in a 
scheme to cover up his conduct and obstruct congressional inves­
tigators? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, right from the outset. 
Chairman NADLER. And, in fact, Finding of Fact IX says, "Using 

the power of the Office of the President and exercising his author­
ity over the executive branch, President Trump ordered and imple­
mented a campaign to conceal his conduct from the public and frus­
trate and obstruct the House of Representatives' impeachment in­
quiry." 

Finally, the constitutional scholars from our hearing last week 
testified that the President's conduct toward Ukraine and pattern 
of inviting foreign election interference was a continuing risk to our 
free and fair elections. 

Did the evidence prove that President Trump was a threat to our 
elections? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, it did, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. And, in fact, Finding of Fact VIII says, 

"Faced with the revelation of his actions, President Trump publicly 
and repeatedly persisted in urging foreign governments, including 
Ukraine and China, to investigate his political opponent. This con­
tinued solicitation of foreign interference in a U.S. election presents 
a clear and present danger that the President will continue to use 
the power of his office for his personal political gain," close quote­
I would add in the next election. 

I now yield to my counsel, Mr. BERKE, for additional questioning. 
Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Castor, as an experienced investigator, would you agree that 
it's relevant to look at evidence bearing on the President's state of 
mind that may help explain the President's actions? 

Mr. CASTOR. I think the evidence that we talked about show the 
President--

Chairman NADLER. Use your mike, please. 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, my only question to you is, is that a relevant 

thing to consider? 
Mr. CASTOR. Right, like the call he had with Senator Johnson. 
Mr. BERKE. It's relevant to consider. 
Sir, would you agree that Joe Biden was a leading Democratic 

contender to face President Trump in 2020? 
Mr. CASTOR. I wouldn't agree with that. 
Mr. BERKE. You disagree with that. So, sir, it's your testi­

mony--
Mr. CASTOR. It's too early. 
Mr. BERKE [continuing]. That President Trump did not view 

President Biden to be a legitimate contender. Is that right? 
Mr. CASTOR. I don't know what President Trump believed or 

didn't believe, but it's too early. 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, as part of the your inquiry, did you determine 

that President Trump tweeted at all about former Vice President 
Joe Biden between January and July 25 and how many times? 

Mr. CASTOR. I didn't look at Twitter. I try to stay off Twitter 
lately. 

Mr. BERKE. Did you know President Trump tweeted about former 
Vice President Joe Biden over 25 times-­

Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. BERKE [continuing]. Between January and July 25? 
Mr. CASTOR. No, I didn't look at those tweets. 
Mr. BERKE. Did you look at how many times President Trump 

mentioned Vice President Biden in a speech or rally leading up to 
the July 25 call? 

Mr. CASTOR. President Trump goes to a lot of rallies. He does a 
lot of tweeting. I think it's pretty difficult to draw too many conclu­
sions from his tweets or his statements at rallies. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman-­
Mr. BERKE. Well, sir--
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in­

quiry. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized for a par­

liamentary inquiry. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, what is--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized. The gen­

tleman, Mr. Berke, has the time. 
Mr. GoHMERT. If we're going to ignore the rules and allow wit­

nesses to ask the questions, then--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will--
Mr. GOHMERT [continuing]. How many other rules are you just 

going to disregard? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. Parliamentary 

inquiries are not in order at this time. 
Mr. GoHMERT. Well, how about a point of order? This is not ap­

propriate, to have a witness--
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's--
Mr. GoHMERT [continuing]. Be a questioner of somebody that was 

a witness when he was. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. GoHMERT. It's just wrong. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will refrain from making-­
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, a point of inquiry. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will--
Mr. GoHMERT. Well, I made a point of order, and you won't rule 

on it. 
Chairman NADLER. I have not heard a point of order. If the gen­

tleman has--
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. If the gentleman has a point of order, he 

will-state your point of order. 
Mr. BIGGS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. GoHMERT. There is no rule nor precedent for anybody being 

a witness and then getting--
Chairman NADLER. That is not a point of order. 
Mr. GoHMERT [continuing]. To come up and question. And so-­
Chairman NADLER. I have ruled. That--
Mr. GoHMERT [continuing]. We would-the point of order is he's 

inappropriate to be up here asking questions. 
Chairman NADLER. That is not a point of order. He's here in ac­

cordance with rule 660-with Resolution--
Mr. GoHMERT. How much money do you have to give to get to 

do that? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will not cast aspersions on 

members of the staff of the committee. 
The gentleman--
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER [continuing!. Mr. Berke has the time. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
Mr. GAETZ. Is Mr. Berke a member of the committee? 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Berke has the time. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I have a legitimate 

point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Berke has the time. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. You have to recognize a point of 

order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state a point of order. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana [continuing]. This gentleman is pre­

senting his opinions as a witness. He's supposed to present the ma­
terial facts in the report--

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state a point of order. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana [continuing]. Not to appear for his 

opinions. Is that right or not? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman-that is not a point of order. 

It is Mr. Berke's time, pursuant to rule 660. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. It's inappropriate testimony before 

the committee. 
Chairman NADLER. It is-I have ruled. The gentleman has the 

time, pursuant to rule 660. 
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Mr. BIGGS. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state a point of order. 
Mr. GoHlV[ERT. Just to help with this, not--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state a point of order, if 

he has one. 
Mr. BIGGS. Yes. The point of order is this. We operate by rules, 

and if there's nothing specifically in the rule permitting this, we go 
by precedent. It is unprecedented for a person to come and sit who 
you've described as a witness to then return to the bench and begin 
questioning. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has stated-­
Mr. BIGGS. That is a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has stated-that is not a 

point of order, but I will point out-is not a cognizable point of 
order. I will point out that the gentleman has been designated by 
me to do this questioning pursuant to rule 660-House Resolution 
660, which is part of the rules of the House. 

Mr. BIGGS. It's a soliloquy. 
Chairman NADLER. It is in accordance with the rules of the 

House, and the gentleman's time will resume. 
Mr. Berke. 
Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Castor, you are aware that President Trump announced his 

candidacy for reelection in 2020 and he announced it the month be­
fore the July 25 call on June 21? 

Mr. CASTOR. Okay. 
Mr. BERKE. Did you find that-did you look at that in your inves­

tigation as part of looking at President Trump's intent and what 
he intended on the July 25 call? 

Mr. CASTOR. The date he announced is-I mean, he's obviously 
running for reelection. What does the date he announced his intent 
to run for reelection matter? 

Mr. BERKE. And, sir, you knew that President Biden had already 
announced his intent to run in April of that year, too, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. It's been related to me. It wasn't-I don't know 
when Vice President Biden indicated he was going to run, as I sit 
here today. 

Mr. BERKE. Sir, you would agree with me that if the Ukraine an­
nounced a corruption investigation of former Vice President Joe 
Biden, that would hurt his credibility as a candidate. Would you 
agree with that basic principle, sir? 

Mr. CASTOR. Well, nobody--
Mr. BERKE. Yes or no, sir, would you agree with that principle? 
Mr. CASTOR. Well, I slightly disagree with the predicate, with the 

premise of your question, because--
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Chairman, I object to the question. That 

requests opinion--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized. The gen­

tleman has the floor. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Well, I object to the question. Rule on 

whether the question's in order or not. 
Chairman NADLER. The question is in order. 
The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Why? 
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will continue. It's his time. 
Mr. CASTOR. Let's get back to the fact that we're talking about 

eight ambiguous lines in a call transcript. You know, the President 
was not asking for a personal favor. He was speaking on behalf of 
the American people. 

He said-and I'll read it-"I'd like you to find out what happened 
with the whole situation with Ukraine, they say CrowdStrike . . . 
I guess you have one of your wealthy people"--

Mr. BERKE. Sir, I'm not asking you to read that. 
Let me-if you want to talk about the transcript, I don't want to 

talk-I want to talk to you about some-you said it's eight lines. 
Let's look at slide 3, if we may, the reference to Eiden. 

Sir, you see on the July 25 call on page 4, isn't it a fact that 
President Trump in his call with President Zelensky said that he 
heard that former Vice President Joe Eiden had stopped the pros­
ecution of his son? Is that correct, sir, yes or no? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. It says, "The other thing. There's a lot of talk 
about Biden's son, that Eiden stopped the prosecution"--

Mr. BERKE. That's correct. He said he stopped the prosecution. 
Mr. BIGGS. Point of order. He's entitled to answer the question 

fully, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized. 
Mr. CASTOR. Have you seen the-there's a video of the former 

VP. I think that's what the President is referring to. He was at the 
Council on Foreign Relations. And it was a little bit of-you know, 
the former VP was a little bit audacious in how he described, he 
went over to the Ukraine--

Mr. BERKE. I'm only asking you what it says on the transcript. 
Is that what it says, sir? 

Mr. CASTOR. It says, "The other thing, there's a lot of talk about 
Biden's son." 

Mr. BERKE. And that Eiden stopped the prosecution. It says that, 
correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's what it says here, yes. 
Mr. BERKE. And then it also says-it goes on to say-President 

Trump asked President Zelensky "if you can look into it," correct? 
Is that the words, "if you can look into it"? Correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's what it says. And then he says, "It sounds 
horrible to me." 

Mr. BERKE. So President Trump was asking Ukrainian President 
Zelensky to have the Ukrainian officials look into Vice President 
Joe Eiden, correct? Is that correct, yes or no? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, I don't-I don't think the record supports 
that. 

Mr. BERKE. It doesn't say, "Can you look into it"? President 
Trump is not asking him to do that? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, I don't-I don't think it supports that. I think 
it's ambiguous. 

Mr. BERKE. Mr. Goldman, you're an experienced Federal pros­
ecutor. I know that firsthand. Is this President Trump asking 
President Zelensky to investigate his political rival, Joe Eiden? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't think there's any other way to read the 
words on the page than to conclude that. 

Mr. BERKE. 
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And, Mr. Castro-Castor, you made the point-let me ask you a 
question. As an experienced investigator, is it your experience that 
when someone has done something wrongful or corrupt and they're 
dealing with somebody who's not in the scheme, that they state 
their intentions to do something wrongful and corrupt? Is that your 
experience as an investigator? 

Mr. CASTOR. Well, I mean, are you talking about the call tran-
script? 

Mr. BERKE. I'm just asking you in general. 
Mr. CASTOR. In general? 
Mr. BERKE. In general. 
Mr. CASTOR. You're saying that a schemer-­
Mr. BERKE. Yes. 
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. Would talk about his scheme? 
Mr. BERKE. Would he generally admit that he was doing some­

thing wrongful and corrupt to someone not in the scheme? 
Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. BERKE. And so you've made a big point, sir, in your presen­

tation, that on that call President Trump did not go further and 
tell President Zelensky that he wanted the investigation announced 
to help his 2020 election. 

Mr. CASTOR. Oh, he definitely-he definitely did not talk about 
2020. 

Mr. BERKE. Yeah. 
And, Mr. Goldman, would you agree that if President Trump was 

acting corruptly, wrongfully, abusing his power, that it was un­
likely he was going to confess to President Zelensky that he was 
asking for the investigation explicitly to help his 2020 election 
prospects? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yeah, in my experience as 10 years as a pros­
ecutor, you almost never have a defendant or someone who's engag­
ing in misconduct who would ever explicitly say, in this case, 
"President Zelensky, I'm going to bribe you now," or, "I'm going to 
ask for a bribe," or, "I am now going to extort you." That's not the 
way these things work. 

Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Goldman. 
And, Mr. Castor, getting back to you, you said that-you said 

about Hunter Biden and talked about it. Hunter Biden had been 
on the board of Burisma going back to 2014, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BERKE. President Trump supported Ukraine with aid and 

otherwise in both 2017 and 2018, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. President Trump has done a lot for the 

Ukraine. 
Mr. BERKE. That's a yes. And, sir, but isn't it correct that Presi­

dent Trump did not raise anything about Hunter Biden and his fa­
ther, Vice President Joe Biden, in 2017 or 2018? He only did it the 
year before his election in 2020, when both he and Vice President 
Joe Biden were leading candidates. Isn't that true, sir? 

Mr. CASTOR. I think what happened is the President saw this 
video of the former VP, and I think it coalesced in his mind. 

Mr. BERKE. Sir, please answer my question. He didn't raise any 
of these issues in 2017 or 2018. 
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Mr. CASTOR. I don't know that he did or he didn't. I mean, that 
is not something that we've looked at. 

Mr. BERKE. You've no evidence that he did, are you-did you? 
Mr. CASTOR. No, but I have no evidence he did not. I mean, this 

video is pretty--
Mr. BERKE. All right. 
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. Remarkable. 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, let me ask you this. You talked about Lieutenant 

Colonel Vindman, who is a highly decorated Purple Heart recipient 
and worked in the Trump administration, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BERKE. He had a reaction to the call, didn't he? 
Mr. CASTOR. He did. 
Mr. BERKE. He was listening to it, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. He did. He was. 
Mr. BERKE. Let's look at his reaction. He said, "I immediately 

went to John Eisenberg, the lead legal counsel." He said, "It is im­
proper for the President of the United States to demand a foreign 
government investigate a U.S. citizen and a political opponent." 

That was his testimony, correct? Yes or no? That was his testi-
mony. Yes? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, he­
Mr. BERKE. Yes. 
And let me ask you this, sir. You had said that the Intelligence 

Committee majority report that Mr. Goldman had talked about, 
you said it presents as if things are clear, but they're not clear. Is 
that what you said, sir? 

Mr. CAS'l'OR. That's absolutely correct. 
Mr. BERKE. And you also worked on-you worked personally, you 

said, worked on the minority report, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BERKE. Was it important to you to be accurate in the minor­

ity report--
Mr. CASTOR. Of course. 
Mr. BERKE [continuing]. That you worked on? Was it important 

to be fair to witnesses, to be accurate about what they said? 
Mr. CASTOR. Of course. 
Mr. BERKE. Was it important to be fair to the American peo-

ple--
Mr. CASTOR. Of course. 
Mr. BERKE [continuing]. To accurately report what people said? 
Mr. CASTOR. Of course. 
Mr. BERKE. Well, let me ask you about somebody else on that 

call. Let me ask you about Jennifer Williams. Now, she was a spe­
cial advisor to Vice President Pence on Europe and Russia affairs. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BERKE. She worked for Vice President Pence, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Correct. 
Mr. BERKE. And you said in your opening statement that these 

accusations that President Trump was trying to do something for 
political purposes, that was made by people who were had pre­
determined motives for impeachment. Isn't that correct? 
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Mr. CASTOR. Some of them mjght, but I also indicated that some 
of the witnesses in the impeachment inquiry, I think, have revised 
their views after the call transcript came out and the whistleblower 
complaint was released. 

Mr. BERKE. Are you calling Vice President Pence's special advisor 
a liar, sir? 

Mr. CASTOR. No, I didn't say that. 
Mr. BERKE. Are you calling-are you saying she was predeter­

mined to impeach? 
Mr. CASTOR. Um, I didn't say that. You know, the question about 

Jennifer Williams that's interesting is--
Mr. BERKE. I didn't ask you, sir. 
Mr. CASTOR. She never mentioned anything to her supervisor. 

She never mentioned anything to anybody in the Vice President's 
office. En route to Warsaw when the Vice President was going to 
meet with President Zelensky, she didn't even raise it as a poten­
tial issue that might, you know, catch the Vice President off guard. 

Mr. BERKE. Well, Mr. Castor--
Mr. CASTOR. So her concern that she articulated during the 

course of the deposition and during the course of the hearing was 
incongruent-jncongruent-with the facts and what she did during 
times of relevance. 

Mr. BERKE. Mr. Castor, let's look at your report, what you wrote 
in the report about Ms. Williams. 

So if we could put up slide 6, please. 
And, sir, you made the same point that you tried to make to dis­

count her testimony. You said, she testified that although she 
found the call to be unusual, she did not-she did not raise con­
cerns to her supervisor. 

Mr. CASTOR. Right. Nobody in America knew about Jennifer 
Williams's concerns until she walked in the door for her deposition. 

Mr. BERKE. Sir, when you said that "although she found the call 
to be unusual," that wasn't accurate. That's not what she said 
about the call. She didn't say it was just unusual, did she? 

Mr. CASTOR. She said it was unusual. 
Mr. BERKE. That's not all she said about it, was it? 
Mr. CASTOR. Okay. I mean, she was here for 9 hours in the bunk­

er, so she said a lot about the call. 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, that was you and the minority--
Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Chairman, could we get a copy of the slide deck? 

We can't see-I just want to--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. The gentleman 

has the time. 
Mr. GAETZ. But we can't see the stuff. Can you-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time. 
Mr. BERKE. I'm happy to read it. 
"Jennifer Williams testified that 'although she found the call to 

be unusual' she did not raise concerns to her supervisor." 
Isn't it a fact, sir, that Ms. Williams said a lot more than that? 

Ifwe can--
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I have a point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 

The clock--
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. My point of order is the gentleman from 
Florida has complained that he can't see what the questioner is re­
lying on and would like to see it and--

Chairman NADLER. That is not a cognizable point of order, and 
it was read to him. 

The gentleman will proceed. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Only half of it was read to him. 
Chairman NADLER. Irrelevant. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Now, let's slow down a bit here-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Let's slow down a bit here so that members 

are able to fully see what is being put in in support of what you're 
trying to do. We can't do that without being able to see it or read 
it. Mr. Gaetz has said that. 

Now, let's slow down so that we can see or hear what he is refer­
ring to. And you're not letting that happen. And that goes to the 
privileges of the members that you are asking--

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER [continuing]. To participate in this meeting 

and to the vote. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Chairman, I can see now. I appreciate the accom-

modation. The monitor was turned. Now we can see. Thank you. 
Chairman NADLER. Okay. The gentleman will resume. 
Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
So, in here, it says that you said Ms. Williams said that she 

found it to be, quote, "unusual" and nothing more. 
Let's look at slide 7, ifwe may. 
Mr. CASTOR. I didn't say "and nothing more." 
Mr. BERKE. Let's look at-it says "unusual," correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Right, but it doesn't say "and nothing more." 
Mr. BERKE. No, it says "unusual." Isn't it a fact, sir, that what 

Ms. Williams says is it struck her as "unusual and inappropriate". 
Isn't that correct, sir? 

Mr. CASTOR. Okay. 
Mr. BERKE. That's what she said in her testimony. 
Mr. CASTOR. Okay. 
Mr. BERKE. And in your staff report, you left out the "inappro­

priate" part, didn't you? 
Mr. CASTOR. It wasn't a block quote. It was-she felt it was un­

usual. She didn't raise the concerns to Lieutenant General Kellogg. 
Mr. BERKE. So, sir, let me ask you, were you as fair to the Amer­

ican people in describing what Ms. Williams said as you were in 
describing everything else in your report? 

Mr. CASTOR. I don't have an issue with the way we described Ms. 
Williams's testimony. 

Mr. BERKE. Well, let's look at what else Ms. Williams said. 
Could we put up slide 8? 
This is from Ms. Williams's public testimony at 34. She said, 

quote, "I thought that the references to specific individuals and in­
vestigations, such as former Vice President Eiden and his son, 
struck me as political in nature, given that former Vice President 
is a political opponent of the President." 

Sir, you left that out of your staff report too, didn't you? 
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Mr. CASTOR. Well, you know, Ms. Williams--
Mr. BERKE. Sir, did you leave that out of your report, yes or no? 
Mr. CASTOR. I-if you're telling me I did. I mean, I don't know, 

as I sit here right now, whether that's in the report. 
Mr. BERKE. I'm telling you you did. 
Mr. CASTOR. Okay. 
Mr. BERKE. And do you have an explanation, sir, where you 

said-you said Ms. Williams said that the call was unusual, when, 
in fact, she said it was unusual and inappropriate and of a political 
nature because it raised the Vice President, who she recognized 
was a political opponent of the President. 

Mr. CASTOR. Her views of the call differ remarkably from Mr. 
Morrison, also from Lieutenant General Kellogg. 

Mr. BERKE. That's not my question. My question is, why did you 
misquote Ms. Williams in terms of what she said? 

Mr. CASTOR. We didn't misquote her. 
Mr. BERKE. Why did you do it? 
Mr. CASTOR. We certainly didn't misquote her. 
Mr. BERKE. So you stand-so from the standard that you apply 

to your fact-finding in your report, you believe that it was entirely 
proper to say that Ms. Williams found the call to be unusual, when, 
in fact, she found the call to be unusual and inappropriate and of 
a political nature, given that the former Vice President is a polit­
ical opponent of the President. 

Is that your testimony, sir? 
Mr. CASTOR. I mean, we described what Ms. Williams said. She 

said it was inappropriate. 
Mr. BERKE. No, you didn't. 
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, it's either ask-you can ask or you 

can answer. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I'm not. He can either ask or an-

swer. He can't do both. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. COLLINS. You can ask or answer. You can't do both. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I'm making a point of 

order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. He is badgering the witness. 
Chairman NADLER. He is not. 
The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. BERKE. And, sir, you invoked-sir, you invoked Mr. Morri­

son--
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, can you rule on my point 

of order that he's badgering the witness? Because he's doing that. 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, you invoked--
Chairman NADLER. That is not a cognizable motion. It does not 

call for a ruling. And the time belongs to the gentleman. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. A point of order. The committee is not in 

order, and the chairman is not in order. 
Chairman NADLER. That is not a point of order. The committee 

is in order. 
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Well, would you rule on my original point 
of order? 

Chairman NADLER. The original point of order was not cog­
nizable and does not necessitate a ruling. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. That the lawyer is badgering the witness? 
We have to have some decorum in here. And you have your rules 
of decorum, which aren't comporting with everybody else's rules of 
decorum. 

Chairman NADLER. I will say that sharp cross-examination of a 
witness is not badgering the witness. 

The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. GoHMERT. It is if it's by another witness. 
Chairman NADLER. No one-the gentleman has the time. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state a point of order. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Under Resolution 660, we're supposed 

to follow the Federal rules of evidence. Is that right? 
Chairman NADLER. No, it is not correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. What are the rules? What are the ob­

jections that we're able to make? 
Chairman NADLER. That is not a point of order. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. It is a point of order. There's no 

rules--
Chairman NADLER. It is not a point of order. 
The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Where is the list of rules? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana [continuing]. Anything then. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Castor, you just invoked Tim Morrison. 
Mr. CASTOR. Uh-huh. 
Mr. BERKE. He was someone on the call too, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yep. 
Mr. BERKE. And let me put up slide 9 of Mr. Morrison's testi­

mony on page 38 of his public testimony. 
And Mr. Morrison said-well, the question was: Question, by Mr. 

Goldman: "You heard the call. You recognized that President 
Trump was not discussing the talking points that the NSC had pre­
pared based on official U.S. policy and was instead talking about 
the investigations that Fiona Hill had warned you about. And then 
you reported it immediately to the NSC Legal Advisor. Is that the 
correct claim of events here?" And Mr. Morrison said, "That's cor­
rect." 

Before I ask you, Mr. Castor, let me ask you, Mr. Goldman. Ear­
lier, before your presentation, we showed the testimony of Ms. Hill, 
where she referred to what President Trump was trying to do as 
"running a domestic political errand." Is that what you under­
stand? Is that what you intended to ask Mr. Morrison about in 
your question to him? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. It was about these two specific investigations 
that President Trump ultimately did discuss and ask President 
Zelensky to do. These are the same two investigations that were 
discussed and were the only two investigations that were at issue 
throughout the entirety of the scheme. 

And so what our evidence found was that, any time there was 
a reference to "investigations," it referenced the Eiden investigation 
and the 2016 election investigation. And, in fact, Ambassador 
Volker actually said that whenever he was using the term "corrup­
tion," what he meant was those specific two investigations. 

Mr. BERKE. And what was the significance to you that Mr. Morri­
son, who Mr. Castor himself has relied on and invoked twice today, 
where he said that he understood these were the investigations 
that Fiona Hill had warned him about-warned him about? What 
did you understand that to mean? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. When Dr. Hill left and Tim Morrison replaced 
her, they had transition meetings. And during one of those transi­
tion meetings, Dr. Hill told Tim Morrison about what she believed 
to be this irregular channel that Ambassador Sondland was oper­
ating, where they were pushing for Ukraine to do these investiga­
tions. 

And Dr. Hill, in particular, was very concerned because, as she 
said, as you pointed out, that was a domestic political errand, and 
what she was working on and the National Security Council was 
working on related to national security and foreign policy, and 
those were two entirely separate things. 

Mr. BERKE. And was she expressing the view that President 
Trump had chose his own personal political interest over the for­
eign policies position that Ms. Hill was trying to pursue? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. At the time that she said that to Tim Morrison, 
she was not aware of whether President Trump had actually en­
dorsed these investigations. But she did testify that, after she read 
the call transcript, which she only read after it was released, like 
the rest of us, she said that she put two and two together and real­
ized that that is exactly what he was talking about. 

Mr. BERKE. And what was two and two again? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. It equals four. 
Mr. BERKE. And what is four in this investigation, sir? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, that was used by two witnesses, Ambas­

sador Sondland and David Holmes, as the only logical conclusion 
to explain why the security assistance had been withheld-was 
being withheld from Ukraine. And based on all of the various fac­
tors and their direct involvement in issues related to Ukraine, they 
concluded that the security assistance was being withheld to put 
pressure and as a condition on the initiation of the two investiga­
tions that are referenced here. 

Mr. BERKE. Yeah. 
Turning to you, Mr.--
Mr. CASTOR. I've got to clear a couple things up here, though. 
Mr. BERKE. Turning--
Mr. CASTOR. I've got to clear a couple things up here, if I may. 
First of all, Morrison was concerned-Morrison didn't think the 

call was--
Mr. BERKE. Sir, you have no-there's no question. 
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time, not the witness. 
Mr. CASTOR. I mean, Morrison was concerned about leaks-­
Mr. BERKE. Let me ask you, sir. Sir, you said--
Mr. CASTOR. And, by the way-and Volker never meant-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time. The clock will 

stop if he's interrupted. 
Mr. GoHMERT. Will this witness be able to cross-examine Mr. 

Berke like he's being able to cross-examine the opposing witness? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is not recognized and will not 

shout--
Mr. GoHMERT. That's a point of inquiry. 
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. Will not shout out in the middle 

of testimony. 
Mr. COLLINS. You need to call balls and strikes the right way. 

You don't interrupt either one of them, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. COLLINS. You're a questioner or the witness. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will--
Mr. COLLINS. Bang it harder. It still doesn't make their point-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman--
Mr. COLLINS [continuing]. That you're not doing it right. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will continue. 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, I believe it was your testimony, as I wrote it 

down, "The Democrats are about blocking info, when they should 
be seeking information." 

Mr. CASTOR. Oh, my goodness, that is absolutely right. 
Mr. BERKE. Okay. And then you said that the Trump administra­

tion has, in fact, cooperated and facilitated congressional oversight 
investigations. Is that correct, sir? Just yes or no, is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Absolutely. The Trump administration has partici­
pated in oversight during the entire Congress until it got to this 
impeachment inquiry. 

Mr. BERKE. So let me ask you about this call, sir. Robert 
Blair--

Mr. CASTOR. And the terms are just not fair. 
Mr. BERKE:. Robert Blair, who was on this call, the Trump ad­

ministration, the President himself directed him not to appear and 
give testimony, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Robert Blair-let's-I'm glad you brought that up. 
Mr. BERKE. No. I'm asking you, did the President direct him not 

to appear and give testimony, yes or no? 
Mr. CASTOR. I think he was allowed to come if the agency coun­

sel--
Mr. BERKE. He was not allowed to come under the terms set by 

the House Intelligence Committee, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. I think he would've come with agency counsel. 
Mr. BERKE. The Trump administration directed him not to come, 

correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. He would have provided testimony, I think, if agen­

cy counsel could have come. I mean, it's really expensive to hire 
these outside lawyers. 

Mr. BERKE. John Eisenberg was directed not to come, correct? 
The lawyer. 

Mr. CASTOR. Eisenberg presents another set of complexities--
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Mr. BERKE. But he was directed not to come, the lawyer who 
Lieutenant Colonel Vindman went to, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Okay, Eisenberg is a-he may have been able to 
come with agency counsel, but he presents some complexities. I 
mean, he's the chief legal advisor for Ambassador Bolton. 

Mr. BERKE. So he was directed not to come, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Um, he may have been able to come with agency 

counsel, but his testimony does present complexities. 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, let me ask you this. Was it U.S. policy on July 

26 to request that Ukraine investigate former Vice President Joe 
Eiden? 

Mr. CASTOR. You know, I think you're reading a little too much 
into, you know, some of the eight lines. I don't think the President 
was requesting an investigation into Joe Eiden. He just mentions 
an ofihand comment. 

Mr. BERKE. Sir, is that a no? It was not U.S. policy to look into 
Joe Eiden? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, but you're presuming that it then at some 
point became U.S. policy to investigate Joe Eiden, and I don't think 
that's the case. 

Mr. BERKE. Sir, let me show you what slide 10-testimony of, 
again, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman. 

And he was asked, "Are you aware of any written product from 
the National Security Council suggesting that investigations into 
the 2020 election, the Bidens, or Burisma are part of the official 
policy of the United States?" 

"No, I'm not." 
Now, let me go also to Tim Morrison, who you invoked. 
If we could go to slide 11. 
Mr. Morrison was asked by our own Congressman Swalwell, who 

is also on the Intelligence Committee, and said-I'm just going to 
pick up in the middle of that long question. It said, " ... The one 
call that you listened to between the President of the United States 
and the President of Ukraine, the President of the United States" 
priorities were to investigate the Bidens. And I'm asking you, sir, 
why didn't you follow up on the President's priorities when you 
talked to the Ukrainians?" 

Mr. Morrison said, "Sir, I did not understand it as a policy objec­
tive." 

Mr. Goldman, let me ask you, there was a package prepared be­
fore that call of what President Trump was supposed to talk about 
with President Zelensky, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. BERKE. And am I correct, sir, that one of the things that he 

was supposed to talk about and was in his prepared remarks was 
the anticorruption platform of President Zelensky that he ran and 
won on, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. The witnesses testified that that is a con­
sistent and persistent policy objective for the United States. 

Mr. BERKE. Did President Trump mention corruption once in his 
call with Mr. Zelensky? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No, he did not. 
Mr. BERKE. Did he mention looking into anything other than the 

two investigations that were politically helpful to him, the 2016 
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election investigation and the investigation of his political rival, 
former Vice President Joe Biden? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No, he did not. 
Mr. BERKE. Mr. Castor--
Mr. CASTOR. May I add something here? 
Mr. BERKE. No, you can't. Mr. Castor, let me ask you a question. 
Mr. CASTOR. President Trump did mention--
Mr. COLLINS. Are you going to let him answer? 
Mr. BERKE. No. 
Mr. CASTOR. He did mention that there's some very bad people 

there-
Mr. COLLINS. Let him answer. 
Chairman NADLER. The time is the questioner's, and he can ask 

the questions however he wants. When you question, you'll have 
the same rules. 

Mr. COLLINS. Yeah, I'll bet. 
Mr. BERKE. And, Mr. Castor, in fairness, you'll be able to answer 

questions asked by minority counsel when it's their turn. 
Mr. CASTOR. Okay, but--
Mr. BERKE. I have 45 minutes, so let me-­
Mr. CASTOR. But in fairness--
Mr. BERKE [continuing]. Let me ask you--
Mr. CASTOR. Corne on, Barry. In fairness here, President Trump 

talks about "very bad people." I mean--
Mr. BERKE. Mr. Castor, if I can finish? And that was-let me fin­

ish, sir. 
Let me ask you this, sir. Sir, there were two lawyers mentioned 

on the call. We've heard testimony already. Mr. Trump said to 
President Zelensky-President Trump said to President Zelensky 
that he should speak to two people, his personal lawyer, Rudy 
Giuliani, and the Attorney General Barr, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yep. 
Mr. BERKE. Okay. 
Immediately after this call memorandum was released, isn't it 

the case that Attorney General Barr and the Department of Justice 
issued a statement about his role in all this? 

Mr. CASTOR. He did. 
Mr. BERKE. Let's put up the statement-slide 13, please-from 

the Department of Justice. 
"The President has not spoken with the Attorney General about 

having Ukraine investigate anything relating to former Vice Presi­
dent Biden or his son. The President has not asked the Attorney 
General to contact Ukraine on this or any other matter. The Attor­
ney General has not communicated with Ukraine on this or any 
other subject." 

So, Mr. Goldman, is it fair to say that the Attorney General 
didn't want anything to do with these investigations that President 
Trump had raised with President Zelensky on the call? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I think it goes, actually, even a little further. I 
think whether the Attorney General wanted anything to do or not 
is in addition to the fact that the Attorney General said he had 
nothing to do with Ukraine and, in fact, that there were no ongoing 
investigations at the time of this call or in August. And that be­
came a-became an issue in the investigation. 
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There is a formal channel that the Department of Justice has 
and the United States Government has to obtain evidence related 
to an ongoing investigation, and that is generally the proper way 
to engage a foreign country through treaties to get information. 

But several of the witnesses testified that they looked into that, 
at the urging of the Ukrainians, and they determined that there 
was no formal ongoing investigation nor any formal request on 
these topics. 

Mr. BERKE. Now, the other lawyer on the call, Rudy Giuliani, he, 
however-he was more than happy to continue to be involved in 
trying to get Ukraine to investigate President Trump's political 
rival, Joe Biden, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Mr. Giuliani was very active and involved in 
pushing for these investigations for several months before the July 
25 call and then for several months after, including, apparently, 3 
days ago. 

Mr. BERKE. And, sir, Mr. Castor, you would agree-you wrote in 
your report that Rudy Giuliani-that the Ukrainians themselves 
knew that Rudy Giuliani, the President's personal lawyer, was a 
conduit to convince President Trump that President Zelensky was 
a serious reformer, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Well, Ukrainians knew that--
Mr. BERKE. Sir, isn't that what you said in your report? 
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. Rudy had the President's ear. 
Mr. BERKE. And he was a conduit. 
Let me put up slide 14, if I may. And we actually have your re­

port here. 
And it says, "The Ukrainians knew that he," meaning Rudy 

Giuliani, "was a conduit to convince President Trump that Presi­
dent Zelensky was serious about reform." 

Isn't that what you wrote-­
Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. 
Mr. BERKE [continuing]. In your report, sir? Okay. 
And, in fact, during the call, President Trump asked President 

Zelensky to speak directly to his personal lawyer about Ukrainian 
matters that President Trump was interested in, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. He referred him to Rudy, yeah. 
Mr. BERKE. Yes. 
And, in fact, President Zelensky said, "Oh, we already knew that, 

and he's been in touch with my aides," correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. That's right. In fact, I mean, the Ukrainians are the 

ones that first-President Zelensky is the one who first brings up 
Mr. Giuliani on the call. 

Mr. BERKE. Right. Because they knew that Mr. Giuliani was a 
conduit to the President, and if they made Mr. Giuliani happy, 
they'd make President Trump happy, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Ambassador Volker testified, though, that Mr. 
Giuliani had a negative impression of Ukraine and that he was 
possibly fueling the President's views. And so they had-there were 
some discussions about, hey, if you can convince Rudy that Presi­
dent Zelensky is a true reformer, the real deal, that that would be 
a beneficial-a beneficial link. 
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Mr. BERKE. Well, sir, you agree that President Giuliani, before 
the July 25 call and after, was pushing for the Ukrainians to inves­
tigate former Vice President Joe Eiden. Isn't that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Um-­
Mr. BERKE. Yes or no? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, I mean, the record is somewhat spotty with 

Giuliani. I mean, I know The New York Times reported in May, 
but Ambassador Volker gave a pretty detailed account of his meet­
ing on July 19, and--

Mr. BERKE. Well, let's take a look. If we can put up slide 16, the 
New York Times article you referred to. 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. 
Mr. BERKE. And the article says-I'll read it-"Mr. Giuliani"­

and this is dated May 9, 2019, before the call. "Mr. Giuliani said 
he plans to travel to Kyiv, the Ukrainian capital, in the coming 
days and wants to meet with the Nation's President-elect to urge 
him to pursue inquiries"-and then it continues-"that allies of the 
White House contend could yield new information about two mat­
ters of intense interest to Mr. Trump. One is the origin of the spe­
cial counsel's investigation." It goes on to describe it. New sentence: 
"The other is the involvement of former Vice President Joe Biden's 
son." 

Okay. And, now, that was in the New York Times article. 
And-

Mr. CASTOR. Can we talk about the breakfast with Volker? 
Mr. BERKE. If we could-not yet. 
If we could continue the rest of the article, to the next slide, 

which is slide 17. This is the same article. 
And Mr. Giuliani was very explicit when he was interviewed. He 

said, "And this isn't foreign policy." I'm now quoting the words that 
are highlighted. It says, "He'll be very, very helpful to my client. 
My only client is the President of the United States. He's the one 
I have an obligation to report to, tell him what happened," regard­
ing the Ukraine. 

Now, sir, were you aware, on that same day, Mr. Giuliani gave 
an interview about what he intended to do? 

And let's go to slide 18. 
This is from RealClearPolitics. And it should be on the screen in 

front of you as well. 
And what Mr. Giuliani said about the Ukraine, he said, "It's a 

big story. It's a dramatic story. And I guarantee you, Joe Eiden will 
not get to election day without this being investigated. Not because 
I want to see him investigated, this is collateral to what I was 
doing." 

So, sir, and you agree, election day refers to the 2020 election 
where President Trump will be running against-will be running 
for reelection, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. I don't know what-­
Mr. BERKE. You don't know? 
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. Giuliani was talking about, but I guess 

you're right. The--
Mr. BERKE. Okay. Well, let me-­
Mr. CASTOR. The--
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Mr. BERKE. Sir, that was my only question to you. You'll have 
a chance to answer questions from minority counsel. 

Now-and President Trump-let me show you slide 18. 
Mr. CAS'rOR. We're going to sidestep the Volker meeting on July 

19? 
Mr. BERKE. Sir, you'll have an opportunity to talk about that 

when minority counsel questions you. 
Let me go to slide 19, please. 
And the President says-he's being interviewed now, the same 

day, in a Politico-and he's asked about Mr. Giuliani, "He's leaving 
soon, I think in the next couple days." Mr. Trump says, "I see. 
Well, I will speak to him about it before he leaves." 

Now, let me go to slide 20, because President-excuse me-Mr. 
Giuliani continued his pressure on President Zelensky. In this one, 
it's actually a tweet that he put out on June 21, 2019, roughly a 
month before the call. 

He says, "New President of Ukraine still silent on investigation 
of Ukrainian interference in 2016 election and alleged Eiden brib­
ery of the prior President." 

And, again, sir, as you said, the Ukrainians knew that Mr. 
Giuliani had the ear of his client, President Trump. Isn't that cor­
rect, sir? 

Mr. CASTOR. Um--
Mr. BERKE. Is that correct, sir? Yes or no? 
Mr. CASTOR. The-you know, Giuliani was doing some things, 

you know, out here. And then he became involved with the official 
channel with Volker, with Sondland. And at that meeting on July 
19, Volker, you know, counseled against the perspective Giuliani 
was taking. 

Mr. BERKE. So my question to you, sir, is this tweet, what they're 
talking about-well, let me ask you, Mr. Goldman. You haven't had 
a chance in a while. This tweet, is that referring to a personal po­
litical issue of President Trump or official U.S. policy? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's a personal political issue. 
And if you don't mind, I'll just take a moment to respond to Mr. 

Castor. Because-­
Mr. BERKE. Please do. 
Mr. GOLDMAN [continuing]. On that July 19 meeting between 

Ambassador Volker and Rudy Giuliani, Ambassador Volker told 
Mr. Giuliani that the allegations about Joe Eiden were completely 
bogus and wrong. And Mr. Giuliani actually told-according to Am­
bassador Volker's testimony, Mr. Giuliani said that he knew that. 
And yet, for the next 2 months, he continued to push for that same 
investigation at the direction of President Trump, who had also di­
rected President Zelensky to contact Mr. Giuliani. 

So that July 19 meeting that Mr. Castor brought up is actually 
quite important to this investigation. 

Mr. BERKE. And, sir, you already explained that on May 23, 
when the official folks who went to the inauguration of President 
Zelensky came back to tell the President how impressed they were, 
the only thing he had to say to them was, "Talk to Rudy." He was 
taking his official government people responsible for Ukraine and 
handing them over to Rudy Giuliani so that they could work with 
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him for the issues that he was focused on for the President, as evi­
denced in the tweet. Is that fair? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. I agree with Mr. Castor. I think that's what 
the evidence shows, that at that May 23 meeting President Trump 
directed and delegated authority over Ukraine matters to Ambas­
sadors Sondland, Volker, and Secretary Perry and told them to 
work with Rudy. And then over the next 3 months, that's exactly 
what happened, at the President's direction. 

Mr. BERKE. Okay. 
And, in fact, let me show you what is slide 22, if I may, that­

you understood the Ukrainians recognized how important Rudy 
Giuliani was and satisfying him in order to stay on good terms 
with President Trump? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. They quickly realized it, I think, from their 
own internal conversations, because Mr. Giuliani had back chan­
nels to getting to the Ukrainian officials. And Ambassador Volker 
told the Ukrainians, as well, that there was this, quote, "Giuliani 
factor" that President Zelensky-he actually told it to President 
Zelensky, that there was this Giuliani factor that they needed to 
deal with with the President. 

Mr. BERKE. And, in fact, this is the senior aide to President 
Zelensky saying to Ambassador Volker on August 13, which is obvi­
ously after the July 25 call, "Thank you for meeting and your clear 
and very logical position. Will be great meet with you before my 
departure and discuss. I feel that the key for many things is Rudy, 
and I am ready to talk with him at any point. Please let me know 
when you can meet. Andriy." 

And, again, that's Rudy-am I right? That's the Ukrainians rec­
ognizing that Rudy Giuliani, who is demanding the investigation of 
Mr. Trump's political rival, was key to getting anything done? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
And I don't mean to be a stickler, but I believe this text was ac­

tually July 10. And this was a critical text, because what it is say­
ing is Mr. Yermak, after having spoken to Mr. Volker a week be­
fore and learning about the importance of Giuliani, requested to 
Ambassador Volker to set up a meeting with Mr. Giuliani. 

That then proceeded to this July 19 breakfast that Mr. Castor 
said and then a July 22 phone call. And then ultimately they met 
in Madrid on August 2. 

Mr. BERKE. Thank you, Mr. Goldman. Further evidence of the 
meticulous investigation that Chairman Schiff and his staff you 
have directed. We will stand corrected. Thank you. And I will take 
that and ask that the record reflect that, that that is the correct 
date. 

In either case, Rudy was key, whenever it was said, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Certainly. 
Mr. BERKE. And now let me ask, sir-let me put up slide 24. 
And, Mr. Goldman, am I correct that there came a point in time 

when President Trump, through his Chief of Staff, Mr. Mick 
Mulvaney, ordered that the approved military aid to Ukraine be 
withheld, as you previously indicated? Correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. BERKE. And this is the testimony of the people who were in­

volved. 
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Mr. Kent said when this happened, "There was great confusion 
among the rest of us, because we didn't understand why that had 
happened, since there was unanimity that this aid was in our na­
tional interest. It just surprised us all." 

Mr. Holmes: "And then you had the additional hold of the secu­
rity assistance with no explanation whatsoever. And we still don't 
have an explanation for why that happened or in the way that hap­
pened." 

Ms. Croft: "The only reason given was that the order came at the 
direction of the President." 

So, sir, let me ask you a question. Did all the agencies involved 
believe that the aid should be given? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. It was the unanimous view of all of the agen­
cies-Secretary of State-Department of State, Department of De­
fense, National Security Council, literally every one of the inter­
agency agencies believed that the aid was vital and had already 
been approved and should be released immediately. 

Mr. BERKE. And in the minority staff report and in Mr. Castor's 
testimony earlier, he said the U.S. Government did not convey the 
pause to the Ukrainians. Well, that wasn't correct, was it? Didn't 
Mr. Sondland convey that, according to Mr. Sondland's affidavit 
and testimony? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Mr. Sondland ultimately conveyed that the re­
lease of the aid was conditioned on the public announcement of the 
investigations. 

Mr. BERKE. And if we could put up slide 26 from the affidavit. 
Mr. CASTOR. He presumed that, though, is what he said. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, if I may, just in response--
Mr. BERKE. We'll put up the slide. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Sure. 
Mr. BERKE. We can put up the actual affidavit that Mr.-Ambas­

sador Sondland, President Trump's Ambassador to the European 
Union, that he swore to under penalties of perjury. And he says, 
if we can read the highlighting, which is also in front of you: I now 
recall speaking individually with Mr. Yermak where I said that­
where I said to Mr. Yermak, the Ukrainian aid, that-I'm going 
back to the quote-that resumption of U.S. aid would likely not 
occur until Ukraine provided the public anticorruption statement 
that we have been discussing for many weeks. 

Is that correct, sir? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. He said that on-at a meeting on September 

1, with Mr. Yermak in Warsaw. 
Mr. BERKE. And the statement that they had been talking about, 

let me put up a slide that we put together, slide 27. And do you 
recall, sir, that in the draft statement that the Ukrainians were 
going to have President Zelensky give so they could-and was that 
statement, in their mind, so they could get a White House meeting 
and satisfy President Trump and have the aid released? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. Ambassador Sondland testified to that and 
Ambassador Volker also testified to that. 

Mr. BERKE. And am I correct that Mr. Yermak gave a statement 
where he did not make any reference to Vice President Eiden, cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
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Mr. BERKE. And then was that Rudy Giuliani who said in the 
second one that it had to include a reference that they were going 
to investigate Burisma and the 2016 election? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. BERKE. And what did Burisma stand for? Did all your wit­

nesses say they had an understanding what that meant, or did the 
witnesses say that? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. So every single witness said, after reading the 
phone call on July 25, that it was clear Burisma equaled Eiden, 
that they were one and the same. There were only two witnesses 
who said that they did not know that until that time. 

And there was ample testimony, there was a lot of testimony 
from people involved in all aspects of Ukraine policy who indicated 
that it was completely unrealistic and unlikely that anyone who 
had anything to do with Ukraine did not-would not know that the 
Burisma investigation related to the Bidens. 

Mr. BERKE. And is that why-and that's how Mr. Giuliani pub­
licly referred to it often, as Burisma and Vice President Eiden, cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct, yes. 
Mr. BERKE. And did the Ukrainians complain repeatedly-we 

talked a little bit about it-that they didn't want to be a pawn in 
U.S. democratic politics by helping President Trump's reelection 
campaign by making such a statement? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. They said that in July. And in August, ultimately 
they didn't give the statement, in large part, because they had res­
ervations. Given that President Zelensky was an anticorruption re­
former, they had reservations about engaging in U.S. domestic poli­
tics. That's right. 

Mr. BERKE. I want to go back to you, Mr. Castor. You said that 
when President Trump said to Ambassador Sondland on September 
17th that he had no quid pro quo, you said he had no reason-you 
said--

Mr. CASTOR. September 9. September 9. 
Mr. BERKE. September 9. You said he had no reason to be any 

less than candid. That's what you said. No reason to be any less 
than candid. 

Let me show you, sir, what happened, though, on September 5. 
Let me show you slide 52. Days before he made that statement, 
The Washington Post printed an article that says, Trump tries to 
force Ukraine to meddle in the 2020 elections, and goes on to de­
scribe some of those efforts. 

And, sir, let me show you whether President Trump was aware 
of that article before he volunteered no quid pro quo as a defense. 
Let me show you a tweet by President Trump on slide 53. Now­
and, again, this is-he is putting out a tweet that is essentially 
saying the Democrats, based-following up the article that they are 
pursuing impeachment, again, showing awareness that this has 
now been reported on. 

So, Mr. Goldman, is it fair to say when Mr. Castor said that Mr. 
Trump, President Trump had no reason to be any less than candid 
about saying no quid pro quo? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No. I think President Trump had every reason to 
try to put out that message at that point. As Ambassador Sondland 
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said, even when he-even if you credit Ambassador Sondland's 
version of the testimony, which is contradicted by other witnesses 
who took contemporaneous notes and were far more credible than 
Mr. Sondland, who had to amend his testimony a couple times, he 
said even in that comment he said no quid pro quo out of the blue 
without any question about whether or not there was a quid pro 
quo. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's time is expired. 
The chair now recognizes the ranking member for his first round 

of questions. Pursuant to House Resolution 660, the ranking mem­
ber or his counsel have 45 minutes to question the witnesses. 

Mr. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Well, it's become very evident while this hearing is here and 

while the craziness of this hearing, especially not having Mr. Schiff 
here, but please put back up the last slide. I have no idea what 
number it is. I'm not as good a counsel as-53. Did we cut it off 
after they got through? Okay. 

Okay. Well, while we're doing this, I mean, I think it's just the 
most amazing statement that came out there, we're proofing the 
tweet that said that he thought that he was-the Democrats were 
concerned about impeachment. There is nothing the Democrats 
have not been concerned about for 2 and a half years since Au­
gust-since November 2016. 

The President is saying nothing new in that tweet that's now 
back up. He's known that they have been after impeachment. 
That's why Mr. Goldman is here. That's why Mr. Berke is here. 
That's why we're going through this charade of staff having to an­
swer staff questions. And basically, when we don't like how it's 
going we start asking staff on staff and getting into a staff argu­
ment. 

Where's Adam? Where's Adam? It's his report, his name. Mr. 
Goldman, you're a great attorney, but you're not Adam Schiff and 
you don't wear a pin. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's true. 
Mr. COLLINS. We got a problem here, and the problem that's de­

veloping is this. You said you were an attorney, you were a very 
good prosecutor. I believe it. I've read your bio. You're a good attor­
ney. You understand what quid pro quo is, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I do. 
Mr. COLLINS. You understand what asking for something in ex­

change for something actually means, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I do. 
Mr. COLLINS. You know about the conversation of Mr. Biden 

when he asked and he said, I'm not going to give you the billion 
dollars. You know about that conversation, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The--
Mr. COLLINS. You want me to read it to you or do you--
Mr. GOLDMAN. In 2000-one second. Are you talking about in 

2015? 
Mr. COLLINS. No, I'm talking about the one from the national, 

where you did the-I'll read it to you since you're having trouble. 
As I remember going over to the Ukraine, convincing our team, 

our leaders, convincing them that we should provide for loan guar­
antees. I went over I guess the twelfth or thirteenth time to Kyiv. 
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I was supposed to announce that there was a billion dollar loan 
guarantee. And I had gotten a commitment from Poroshenko that 
I would take action against-that they would take action against 
the State prosecutor. They didn't. 

So they said they had. They were walking out to the press con­
ference. I said, nah, I'm not going to, or we're not going to give you 
the billion dollars. They said, you have authority-you have no au­
thority, you're not the President. The President said. I said, call 
him. Laughter. I said, I'm telling you you're not getting the billion 
dollars. I said you're not getting the billion dollars. 

I'm getting-I'm getting-getting ready to be leaving here in I 
think about 6 hours. I looked at them and said, I'm leaving here 
in 6 hours. If the prosecutor is not fired, you're not getting the 
money. Well, son of a bitch, he got fired. 

Did he ask for something, request something, and hold some­
thing of value? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. He did. George Kent testified that that was-­
Mr. COLLINS. I think I'll do what you did. George Kent testified. 

I'm asking about not George Kent. I'm asking about this pros­
ecutor. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. But it's important context. 
Mr. COLLINS. It's not. Answer this question: Did he or did he not? 

Either Joe Biden is a liar telling a story to make people impressed 
or he actually did this. Which is it? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. He did it, pursuant to U.S. official policy. 
Mr. COLLINS. So he did it in holding, withholding actual dollars, 

actual thing, holding this out there. So Joe Biden of everybody that 
we discussed is the only one that's done a quid pro quo. He's the 
only one that's used taxpayer dollars to actually threaten a foreign 
government. 

And yet we're sitting here pretending that this is not happening. 
We're sitting here pretending that a President of the United States 
now would not be concerned. Look, you look at it this way, Joe 
Biden's a terrible candidate. He can destroy himself on the cam­
paign trail, but he can't get by this. And it doesn't matter who 
brings it up, it doesn't matter who does it, because this is what 
happened. And you can whitewash it all you want, you can go over 
whatever you want, but that's what it is. He's either a liar or he 
did it, and he did it. 

I want to continue on. 
The question is a question that you had earlier. You rely on how 

many-approximately how many times do you rely on Gordon 
Sondland's testimony in your report? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. It's nearly a 300-page report. I couldn't possibly 
count. 

Mr. COLLINS. Would you be amazed if it was 600 times or better? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I--
Mr. COLLINS. You wouldn't have any idea or not? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I have no idea. 
Mr. COLLINS. Okay. You did. It's over 600 times. Would you also 

understand if you do a simple check of your report that over 158 
times Mr. Sondland said instances of not knowing something, to 
the best of my knowledge, or I don't know? Would that surprise 
you? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Are you talking about the report or his deposi­
tion? 

Mr. COLLINS. The deposition and the closed door testimony. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And over time, he remembered a lot more as 

he was refreshed by other people's testimony. 
Mr. COLLINS. Yeah, he did. The question we're having here, 

though, is Mr. Sondland also said and many times he said he pre­
sumed what actually happened. Let's go back to something else. 
We're going to continue this in just a moment. 

According to your report, HPSCI, and we'll classify that and we'll 
determine that to be the Intelligence Committee and the other in­
vestigation with the other two committees. Are we okay with that? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Certainly. 
Mr. COLLINS. Okay. Issued dozens of subpoenas. Is that right? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I'm not-certainly over a dozen, yes. 
Mr. COLLINS. Some of the subpoenas were not publicly reported 

until the HPSCI issued its majority report, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Most of the subpoenas were not reported. 
Mr. COLLINS. Answer the question. As Mr. Berke had so much 

free rein, let's go at it. Either answer the question or elaborate, one 
or the other. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Sir, I'm trying to answer the question. 
Mr. COLLINS. Did you or didn't you? Did it come out or not? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Did what come out? 
Mr. COLLINS. I'll read it again. Some of the subpoenas were not 

publicly reported until the HPSCI issued its majority report, cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. They were given to the minority, but not the 
public, yes. 

Mr. COLLINS. Putting aside the witnesses who have publically 
been identified, did you issue any other subpoenas for testimony 
other than the ones publicly identified? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't-I'm not sure. I don't think so, but I'm not 
sure. 

Mr. COLLINS. Thank you. How many subpoenas were issued for 
records? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, we issued a number of subpoenas for 
records. We did issue six subpoenas to executive branch agencies, 
and they all defied our subpoenas. 

Mr. COLLINS. Moving on to other issues here. The Wall Street 
Journal reported that the committee issued at least four subpoenas 
to Verizon and AT&T for call records. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. We--
Mr. COLLINS. Are we wondering? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, we are, because there are multiple numbers. 

It's-we only issued subpoenas for call records for people who were 
involved in the investigation and who had already been subpoenaed 
by the committee for documents and testimony of their own. 

Mr. COLLINS. Absolutely wonderful stuff, but answer my ques-
tion. Four? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, I am trying to answer your question. 
Mr. COLLINS. Was it at least four? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
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Mr. COLLINS. Thank you. You could have saved us a lot of time 
there. How many subpoenas were issued to AT&T? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't know off the top of my head. 
Mr. COLLINS. Can you check your records? This is an impor­

tant-because we just found out about this over the weekend. We 
got a massive document dump over the weekend, preparing for this 
hearing, in which the chairman admitted and the staff admitted 
they're not going to be able to read it all anyway. 

So for all of you writing a report about this, all of this massive 
document dump, we're just simply going on a Schiff report which 
Schiff refuses to come testify about, but sends his staff. So this is 
important stuff. We just found out about this. 

So how many subpoenas were issued to AT&T? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't know. If you'd like me to find out during 

the break, I'd be happy to. 
Mr. COLLINS. That's fine. If you don't know, then again, maybe 

your chairman could be here to actually answer this. 
Was it targeted at a single telephone number or numbers? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. We subpoenaed for call records. Multiple num­

bers--
Mr. COLLINS. How many? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't know. None of-this is very important, 

though. 
Mr. COLLINS. Let's just stop here. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. None of Members of Congress, none of staff of 

Congress. 
Mr. COLLINS. We're getting to that. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. None of journalists. 
Mr. COLLINS. We're getting to that. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. We only did it to the subjects who were involved 

in the investigation, which is a very routine and standard inves­
tigative practice, sir. 

Mr. COLLINS. And you're not going to hear anything from me 
about a subpoena and the legality of the subpoena. My problem is 
this: Who asked-who on the committee asked that those numbers 
that you actually did put into for a subpoena and get those num­
bers back, who was it that asked that they be cross-checked for 
members of the media and Members of Congress? Who ordered 
that? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't think that's how we did it, sir. 
Mr. COLLINS. No, whoa, whoa, whoa. You came out with a report 

that actually showed these people, such as Chairman Nunes and 
others were actually on these calls. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. COLLINS. Now, someone-and you and I, we're not going to 

play cute here. Somebody took the four records that you asked for, 
at least four, took those numbers and then said, hey, let's play 
match game. Who ordered the match game for Members of Con­
gress and the press? Was it you? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't think anyone did, sir. 
Mr. COLLINS. Then how did you-okay, come on. That's the most 

ridiculous item I've ever heard. You don't just all of a sudden pick 
up numbers and which you have to match those numbers to actu­
ally show where they are and you don't come up with them. Who 
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ordered them to actually match for Members of Congress and the 
press? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's-actually, what you just described is ex­
actly how it happened. You pick an event--

Mr. COLLINS. Who ordered to find out if Nunes' number was on 
those calls? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. If I could just explain, sir. You pick an event of 
significance in the investigation, and you look for sequencing and 
patterns surrounding that event. You look then at the numbers, 
and you try to identify what those numbers are. And then you start 
to build the circumstantial case. 

Mr. COLLINS. At this point, that's a wonderful explanation but 
not an answer to my question. Those are-you're looking for the 
four numbers you asked for and to see how they're connected. I un­
derstand the subpoena that you issued. 

My question directly, was it you or was it Chairman Schiff that 
said, while we're doing this let's see if this matches Chairman 
Nunes' number, let's see if this matches a member of the press' 
number? Somebody along the way just didn't all of a sudden have 
an epiphany, unless you're getting ready to throw a low-level staff­
er under the bus, that these numbers might match. So who did it? 
Was it Chairman Schiff or was it you? Be careful, you're under 
oath. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I know I'm under oath, sir. It doesn't matter. 
Mr. COLLINS. Then answer the question. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. And I will answer the question if you give me a 

second here. It's not a simple answer. 
Mr. COLLINS. The same second that was not afforded to my wit­

ness, by the way. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, I think he was allowed to answer the ques­

tion. 
Mr. COLLINS. And who decided to leak it, by the way, if you're 

not going to tell me the other story? While you're thinking about 
how you're going to answer that question, who decided to leak it? 
The information? Why did you include it in the report? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's not a leak, sir. 
Mr. COLLINS. How did you include it in the report after not say­

ing anything else about this, not publicly known? So two questions 
are hanging out that everybody is looking for an answer for, includ­
ing me. Who ordered it, was it you or was it Chairman Schiff, and 
then why was it decided, except for nothing but smear purposes, 
to be included in the Schiff report? 

Mr. Goldman. Well, I'm not going to get into the deliberations of 
our investigation with you. And I will tell you the reason it was 
included in the report is because it-the calls were surrounding im­
portant evidence to our investigation. 

And I think that your question is, frankly, not-better directed 
not at me, but at the people who were having conversations--

Mr. COLLINS. Oh, no, no. We're not going to play that game. No, 
we're not going to play that game. You're as good as Mr. Berke. 
You're not going to play that game. You're not answering the ques­
tion. 

And every member of the media, everybody here, when you start 
going into the decorum of this House, when you start looking at 
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Members' telephone numbers, you start looking at reporters' tele­
phone numbers, which they ought to be scared about. 

You took a subpoena for four and then you decided to play match 
game. You found numbers that you thought were like-some of 
them actually didn't exist, because they claimed that they were for 
the White House Budget Office and they were not. So we're throw­
ing stories out there--

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's not true. 
Mr. COLLINS [continuing]. Because nobody was out there asking. 
So I go back to my question: Are you going to go on record in 

front of everybody here today and say that you will not tell who 
ordered this, you or Mr. Goldman-Mr. Goldman, you or Mr. 
Schiff? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I am going to go on record and tell you that I'm 
not going to reveal how we conducted this investigation. 

Mr. COLLINS. And that's the problem we have with this entire 
thing. Mr. Schiff said behind closed doors--

Mr. GOLDMAN. I can tell you what the importance is of it. 
Mr. COLLINS. I'm done with you for right now. We're done. You're 

not answering the question. You're not being honest about this an­
swer, because you know who it is. You're just not answering. 

Mr. Castor. 
Mr. CASTOR. I have some information on the subpoenas. 
Mr. COLLINS. Let's go. 
Mr. CASTOR. We did receive copies of the subpoenas and we 

tracked this. There were six, as I understand it. And let me just 
say at the outset, our Members have concerns about this exercise 
for three reasons: The subpoenas yielded information about Mem­
bers of Congress, whether they subpoenaed the Members' phone 
records or not, it's a concern when the information yields Members 
of Congress' phone records and then the information is publicized. 

Second is with journalists. It's just generally a very tricky area 
to start investigating journalists' call records. 

And the third is with regard to Mr. Giuliani, who was serving 
as the President's personal attorney. 

But there's six subpoenas, as we understand it. The first went 
to AT&T for the Giuliani numbers. The second was in regard to 
Igor Fruman to a company CSC Holdings. The third related to Mr. 
Sondland. That was off to Verizon. The fourth was back to AT&T 
seeking information on a certain number. The fifth was back to 
AT&T. And the sixth was seeking subscriber information which im­
pacted the veteran journalist John Solomon. And also involved with 
these are some-some of the attorneys involved--

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Castor, can I ask you a question? 
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. Such as Ms. Toensing and DiGenova. 
Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Castor, you've been a veteran of the Hill inves-

tigation for 15 years. And this is crazy. I've never seen anything 
like this. You never have either. 

Would it be interesting to note, because Mr. Goldman chooses not 
to answer, because he doesn't want to incriminate I believe either 
himself or the chairman or somebody else. Would it be interesting 
to you to find, as you have dealt with committee staff for a long 
time, somebody to just have an epiphany just to do those match 
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records on their own, or were they under direction by somebody to 
do that? 

Mr. CASTOR. It's obvious they were trying to figure something 
out. 

Mr. COLLINS. That's it. 
All right. One last-I'm getting ready-wait, I have one thing for 

Mr. Goldman. Mr. Goldman, we're used to committees and people 
and witnesses coming taking gratuitous shots at people they don't 
like. And earlier today in your testimony, you made a comment 
that really goes to an interesting thing, and I'll even go back to the 
chairman questioning motive. 

In your testimony, you said-as you were discussing Mr. 
Sondland, you made a very snide comment-actually, your facial 
expression showed-that he was a million dollar donor to the Presi­
dent, the implication being he either got his job because he bought 
it or his implication was he was loyal to the President, didn't say 
anything about it. 

Be very careful about how you throw around dollars and giving, 
because you and Mr. Berke are real heavy donors to the Demo­
cratic party, and I'm not going to question your motives or your po­
sition here today, but we need to make sure that this thing is al­
ready blown out of proportion. 

We're already not answering questions, and you are here without 
a pin because your chairman will not testify. That says all we need 
to hear. He don't even stand behind his own report and he sends 
you. I hope it works out for you. 

I'm done. At this point, I turn it over to Ashley. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Could I respond? Are you trying to say that I­

what are you trying to say? What is the implication here? By the 
way, I didn't give anything close to a million dollars remotely. So 
I don't know--

Mr. GAE·rz. The implication is we want Schiff in that chair, not 
you. The implication is the person that wrote the report is the per­
son that should come and present it. And you weren't elected by 
anybody, and you're here giving this testimony in place of the 
chairman. I hope that clears up the implication. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman does not have the time. The 
gentleman has been warned before. He cannot simply yell out and 
disrupt the committee. 

The gentleman Mr. Collins has the time. 
Mr. COLLINS. I think you understand exactly what you did, and 

I called it out for just the way you did. You thought you were going 
to get by with it and you didn't. That's all I'm saying. 

Ms. Callen. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, I would like to just say one other thing. 
Mr. COLLINS. I am done. 
Mr. GAETZ. Point of order. There is no question before the gen-

tleman. 
Mr. COLLINS. Stop. Stop. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. You're casting aspersions that are personal. 
Mr. COLLINS. As you did, Mr. Goldman. 
Mr. GAETZ. Point of order. 
Mr. COLLINS. As you did of Mr. Sondland. 
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Now, according to the chairman's own ruling just a few minutes 
ago, I'm done asking questions. And I'm not asking you to elabo­
rate, because I'm not asking you any more questions. I've asked all. 

You won't answer the question on who told the committee to ac­
tually check these numbers. You won't say if it's you or if it's Mr. 
Schiff. You won't answer my questions, so we're done. We're going 
to Ms. Callen. As Mr. Berke said, you'll have plenty of time with 
helpful majority counsel. 

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentleman yield his time to Ms. 
Callen? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized. 
Ms. CALLEN. Thank you Mr. Chairman--
Mr. CASTOR. Ms. Callen, if I may? 
Ms. CALLEN. Yes, certainly, Mr. Castor. 
Mr. CASTOR. I have a number of things I think I need to clear 

up, if I may. 
Ms. CALLEN. Yes, certainly. 
Mr. CASTOR. You'll have to bear with me, because I have a num­

ber of them here. 
First of all, on the call, Tim Morrison and General Kellogg have 

a totally different view of the call than Lieutenant Colonel 
Vindman and Jennifer Williams, going to the point that the call is 
ambiguous. So that's the first thing. 

Tim Morrison testified that he went to the National Security 
Council lawyers for a very different reason. He did not say he went 
to the NSC lawyers because he was concerned about the call. He 
went to the National Security Council lawyers for two reasons: 
Number one, they weren't on the call so he wanted to update them 
about it; but, number two, he was concerned about leaks. 

And he was concerned that if this call leaked out how it would 
play in Washington's polarized environment, which is exactly what 
we have here. He was also concerned that if the call leaked that 
it might affect bipartisan support in Congress. You know, issues of 
Ukraine have traditionally been one of the few issues where Re­
publicans and Democrats share interest. 

And the third reason was he didn't want the Ukrainians to get 
a distorted perception of what actually happened on the call, be­
cause on the call we're talking about eight lines of concern and a 
lot of ambiguity. 

This Oval Office meeting on May 23, there's this question-I 
guess it's ambiguous. I didn't think it was ambiguous. But there's 
a question about whether when the President referred the delega­
tion-the delegation goes to the inauguration May 20. 

They come back. It's Sondland, it's Volker, and it's Secretary 
Perry and it's Senator Johnson. And they're briefing the President, 
and the President is having none of it. He says Ukraine is con­
cerned-or corrupt, and he doesn't want to invite Zelensky to the 
White House. 

And the President-and Volker testifies to this pretty defini­
tively. The President essentially-he doesn't order anybody to do 
anything. The President says, talk to Rudy. And Volker testified 
both at his deposition and at the public hearing that he didn't take 
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it as a direction. It's just like, look, if you guys-if you guys think 
this is important and you want to work it, go-just go talk to Rudy. 

It's very different than a direction. It's very different than the 
President ordering a scheme, and it's very different from the Presi­
dent sort of collecting up a bunch of agents to go do something, be­
cause he simply, according to Ambassador Volker, said, go talk to 
Rudy. 

Now, whether the Ukrainians knew of the aid pause-the aid 
was paused for 55 days. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. 
Mr. CASTOR. Whether the Ukrainians knew about it or not has 

been-you know, Laura Cooper from DOD and some State Depart­
ment witnesses testified about light queries that they had received. 
There was an article on November 22nd in Bloomberg, and the 
Zelensky administration said they never knew about the hold on 
the aid until August 28 Politico article. 

And they said in the article-and Yermak is the principal person 
they're relying on here. Yermak says that they believe the Embassy 
was keeping information from them. Another interesting thing Mr. 
Yermak says in that November 22, Bloomberg article is that he re­
counts the pull-aside meeting with Sandland, which has become 
very significant apparently. And the pull-aside meeting, he says he 
doesn't recall it the way Ambassador Sandland recalled it. 

Now, keep in mind Ambassador-or Mr. Yermak speaks English, 
but it's not his first language. And so he does not recall the pull­
aside meeting-which, by the way, happened on the way to an es­
calator after the meeting with the Vice President. So he recalls it 
very differently. 

So the question and the facts of what happened between Ambas­
sador Sondland and Mr. Yermak on the way to the escalator re­
main in dispute. 

Now, turning attention to the Ron Johnson letter, if I may. 
Ms. CALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. CASTOR. On August 31st,-Senator Johnson is getting ready 

to travel to Ukraine on September 5th with Senator-with Murphy, 
and he wanted-Johnson wanted the aid released, so he calls the 
President and he actually sought permission to be the bearer of 
good news. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. 
Mr. CASTOR. The President said, I'm not ready to lift the aid. 

And they had this-Senator Johnson, I mean, he writes a 10-page 
letter, very detailed, and he gives him some remarkable detail, and 
I'd like to read it. It's on page 6. 

This is Senator Johnson speaking. He said: I asked him whether 
there was some kind of arrangement where Ukraine would take 
some action and the hold would be lifted. Without hesitation, Sen­
ator Johnson says, President Trump immediately denied such an 
arrangement existed and he started cursing. And he said, no way. 
President Trump said: No way. I would never do that. Who told 
you that? 

And Senator Johnson goes on to say that President Trump's reac­
tion here was adamant, vehement and angry. Senator Johnson goes 
on to say that as of August 31st, the President told him, but you're 
going to like my decision in the end. So I think that's very impor-
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tant context on what the President's state of mind was, at least as 
of August 31. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. He fully expected, do you agree, that the aid 
would eventually be released after the 55-day pause, right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes, absolutely. 
Ms. CALLEN. I want to thank you all for your presentations. Mr. 

Castor, I believe you've been talking for approximately 75 minutes 
today, and I want to thank you for that. 

Mr. CASTOR. My wife thanks you as well. She likes it when I do 
the talking when she's not around. 

Ms. CALLEN. Time permitting today, I'd like to cover four or five 
areas, distinct areas. There's a lot of facts that the American people 
have not heard, and there's a lot of contradictions in certain peo­
ple's testimony. Is that fair to say, Mr. Castor? 

Mr. CASTOR. [Nonverbal response.] 
Ms. CALLEN. And I'd like to talk about some of the people in this 

story that have firsthand knowledge of the facts. We have Ambas­
sador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and Secretary Perry. You had 
the opportunity to talk to two of those three people. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Ms. CALLEN. And the Democrats' report would like us to believe 

that these three individuals were engaged in some sort of cabal, or 
some sort of nefarious venture, but that's not true, is it? 

Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Ms. CALLEN. In fact, these three people were at all relevant 

times and even today acting in the best interests of the American 
people. Is that true? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's right, and with the highest integrity. 
Ms. CALLEN. That's right. 
I think everyone testified that Ambassador Volker is one of the 

most experienced diplomats in our Foreign Service. Is that correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Across the board, all the witnesses, including Am­

bassador Yovanovitch, talked about the integrity that Ambassador 
Volker brings to the table. 

Ms. CALLEN. But there's a lot of people with firsthand knowledge 
that we didn't talk to. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Ms. CALLEN. Now, I want to talk about the President's skep­

ticism of foreign aid. 
The President is very skeptical of foreign aid. Is that correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. He is deeply skeptical of sending U.S. taxpayer dol­

lars into an environment that is corrupt, because it's as good as 
kissing it good-bye. 

Ms. CALLEN. And is that something new that he believes or is 
that something he ran on? 

Mr. CASTOR. This is something that he has ran on. It's something 
that he has implemented policies as soon as he became President. 
Ambassador Hale, the third-ranking State Department official, told 
us about the over, you know, overall review of all foreign aid pro­
grams, and he described it almost as a zero-based evaluation. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. And you had the opportunity to take the dep­
osition of Mark Sandy, who is a career official at 0MB. Is that 
right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Correct. 
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Ms. CALLEN. And he had some information about the reason for 
the pause. Is that true? I think that he had a conversation with 
an individual named Rob Blair, and Mr. Blair provided some in­
sight into the reason for the pause? 

Mr. CASTOR. Sandy was one of the few witnesses that we had 
that was able to give us a firsthand account inside of 0MB the rea­
son for the pause related to the President's concern about Euro­
pean burden-sharing in the region. 

Ms. CALLEN. And he-and, in fact, in his conversations, the 
President's conversations with Senator Johnson, he mentions his 
concern about burden-sharing. And I believe he referenced a con­
versation that he had with the Chancellor of Germany. And, in 
fact, the whole first part of the July 24 transcript, he's talking 
about burden-sharing and wanting the Europeans to do more. 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. I mean, Senator Johnson was-and President 
Trump were-they were pretty candid and, you know, they believed 
that allies like Germany were laughing at us because we were so 
willing to spend the aid. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. Now I'd like-you know, there's been a lot of 
allegations that President Zelensky is not being candid about feel­
ing pressure from President Trump. And isn't it true that he's stat­
ed over and over publicly that he felt no pressure from President 
Trump? Is that true? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. He said it consistently. He said it in the 
United Nations September 25. He said it, you know, in three more 
news availabilities over the course of the period, including last 
week. 

Ms. CALLEN. I want to change subjects and talk about something 
that Professor Turley raised last week, and that is the partisan na­
ture of this investigation. And you're an experienced congressional 
investigator--

Mr. CASTOR. And Professor Turley, by the way, he's no Trump 
supporter. 

Ms. CALLEN. That's right. He is a Democrat. That's right. But 
Professor Turley cautioned that a partisan inquiry is not what the 
Founders envisioned. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Correct. 
Ms. CALLEN. And--
Mr. CASTOR. The worst thing you can have with an impeachment 

is partisan rancor, because nobody is going to accept the result on 
the other side. 

Ms. CALLEN. And our Democrat friends have all of a sudden be­
come originalists and are citing the Founders and their intent rou­
tinely as part of this impeachment process. 

Mr. CASTOR. I think that goes to the-whether this constitutes 
bribery. You know, there's case law on bribery. And I'm no-I'm no 
Supreme Court scholar or lawyer or advocate, but, you know, 
there's new case law with the McDonnell case about what con­
stitutes an official act. And that certainly hasn't been, you know, 
addressed in this space, and I think Professor Turley mentioned it. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. And I think Professor Turley said that a 
meeting certainly does not constitute an official act. 

Mr. CASTOR. I think it's the McDonnell case goes to that. 
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Ms. CALLEN. Right. And Professor Turley pointed that out for us 
last week, yes. 

Since this inquiry's unofficial and unsanctioned start in Sep­
tember, the process has been partisan, biased, unfair. Republicans' 
questioning has been curtailed routinely. I think we saw that in 
Lieutenant Colonel Vindman's deposition. There were some, you 
know--

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, we were barred from asking him questions 
about who he communicated his concerns to. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. Very basic things, like who, what, when, 
where. And instead--

Mr. CASTOR. And I would say, too, this rapid-you know, we're 
in day 76. And it's almost impossible to do a sophisticated congres­
sional investigation that quickly, especially when the stakes are 
this high, because any congressional investigation of any con­
sequence, it does take a little bit of time for the two sides to stake 
out their interests and how they're going to respond to them. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. 
Mr. CAS'l'OR. You know, we learned with the Goodlatte-Gowdy 

probe, you know, the first letter I think went in October of 2017, 
and, you know, in December we finally got a witness. And it was 
the following spring in the Goodlatte-Gowdy probe, after a lot of 
pushing and pulling and a lot of tug of war, we reached a deal with 
DOJ where we went down to DOJ and they gave us access to docu­
ments, and they gave us access to I think north of 800,000 pages. 

But they made us come down there. They made us go into a 
SCIF. And these documents weren't classified. And, you know, it 
wasn't until May and June of that year that we started this proc­
ess, when the investigation had been ongoing. 

And that is disappointing. Obviously, we all wish there was an 
easy button. But congressional investigations of consequence take 
time. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. And it took, I think, 6 months before the first 
document was even produced. And, like you said, you had to go 
down there and review it in camera. 

And then going back even further, to Fast and Furious, the in­
vestigation of the death of a Border Patrol agent. 

Mr. CASTOR. In Fast and Furious, we issued subpoenas. Mr. Issa 
had sent some subpoenas, I think, in February of 2011. And we 
had a hearing in June with experts about proceeding to contempt. 
You know, what does it take to go to contempt? And that was the 
first time, in June, when we got any production. And the produc­
tion was largely publicly available information. 

And we went-we spent most of the year trying to get informa­
tion out of the Justice Department. At the time, we were also work­
ing with whistleblowers, who were providing us documents. And 
Chairman Issa at the time then in October issued another sub­
poena that was to the Justice Department. 

And so the investigation had been ongoing most of the year. We 
were talking to whistleblowers. We were doing interviews. And we 
were doing our best to get documents out of the Justice Depart­
ment through that channel. But these things take time. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. 
Mr. CASTOR. Certainly not 76 days. 
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Ms. CALLEN. And if you truly want to uncover every fact-as you 
should in an impeachment, do you agree? 

Mr. CASTOR. [Nonverbal response.] 
Ms. CALLEN. You have to go to court sometimes and enforce your 

subpoenas. And here my understanding is we have a lot of requests 
for information, voluntary information, you know, will you please 
provide us with documents on XYZ? And I think that's great. But 
you have to back it up with something. Isn't that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. There's a number of ways to enforce your requests. 
I mean, the fundamental rule of any congressional investigation is 
you rarely get what you're asking for unless and until the alter­
native is less palatable for the respondent. 

So you issue a subpoena and you're trying to get documents. You 
know, one technique you can use is try to talk to the, you know, 
a document custodian or somebody in the, you know, the leg affairs 
function about what documents exist. 

Chairman Chaffetz during his era had-he used to have these 
document production status hearings, where he'd bring in leg af­
fairs officials and try to get the lay of the land. Because, you know, 
leg affairs officials, at least nominally, are supposed to be directly 
responsible, serving the interests. 

You can saber rattle. It's legal to saber rattle about holding 
somebody in contempt. Oftentimes, witnesses who are reluctant to 
cooperate and come forward, when you attach a contempt pro­
ceeding or a prospective contempt proceeding to their name, a lot 
of times that changes the outcome. 

And with the contempt proceedings, you've got a couple different 
steps along the way. You could raise the prospect of a contempt 
proceeding. You could schedule a contempt proceeding. After you 
schedule a contempt proceeding, you could, you know, hold the door 
open for documents or interviews and then you could push it off. 
You could go through at the committee level. 

And these are all sort of milestone events which historically are 
unpalatable or less palatable for the administration that sometimes 
starts to move the needle. 

And with these types of disputes, once you get the ball rolling­
you know, with the Goodlatte-Gowdy probe, we didn't get a wit­
ness, and it was Deputy Director Andrew McCabe in for-you 
know, it was a couple months. But once we got Deputy Director 
McCabe in, a couple weeks later we got Director Corney's chief of 
staff, a couple weeks later-I mean, the witnesses start-once you 
get the ball rolling. 

And again, you don't always like 100 percent of the terms. Some­
times you got to deal with agency counsel. Sometimes you got to 
go look in camera. But once you get the ball rolling, usually it leads 
to positive results and historically has allowed the Congress to do 
its work. 

Ms. CALLEN. And were any of those things done here? 
Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Ms. CALLEN. In fact, they decided, we're not going to-we're not 

going to subpoena certain people that are important-is that fair 
to say?-and we're not going to go to court and enforce them. So 
these people, you know, these folks that are caught in an inter-
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branch struggle. And that's an unfortunate position for any em­
ployee of the Federal Government. 

Mr. CASTOR. Well, one of the concerning things is Dr. 
Kupperman, who has been described by Dr. Fiona Hill and a num­
ber of witnesses as a solid citizen, a good witness, he filed a lawsuit 
in the face of the subpoena. And a judge was assigned to it, Judge 
Leon. 

And the issues that Kupperman raised were slightly different 
than the Don McGahn issues, because Don McGahn is the per­
sonal-or the White House counsel. Kupperman, of course, is a na­
tional security official. Kupperman, you know, filed the lawsuit 
seeking guidance. 

Kupperman wasn't asking the court to tell him not to come tes­
tify. To the contrary, Kupperman was seeking the court's guidance 
to facilitate his cooperation. 

And ultimately, the committee withdrew the subpoena, which 
raises questions about whether the committee is really interested 
in getting to the bottom of some of these issues. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. Instead, the committee has chosen-the In­
telligence Committee has chosen to rely on Ambassador Sondland 
and his testimony. I think they rely 600 times in their report. 

Mr. CASTOR. I tell you what I did. I-on this point. I-yesterday, 
I opened the Democrat report and I did a control F, you know, con­
trol F. 

Ms. CALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. CASTOR. And Sondland's name shows up, I think, 611 times. 

And in fairness, it's going to be double counted because, you know, 
if it's in a sentence and then it's in a footnote, that's two. But in 
relative comparison to the other witnesses, Sondland's relied on big 
time. 

Ms. CALLEN. Yes. And I think Dr. Hill testified that she at some 
point confronted him about his actions and--

Mr. CASTOR. The record is mixed on this front. Dr. Hill talks 
about raising concerns with Sondland. And Sondland, in his deposi­
tion at least, doesn't-you know, he didn't share the same view. 

Ms. CALLEN. And there's a lot of instances of that, where Ambas­
sador Sondland recalls one thing and other witnesses recall an­
other. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Sondland as a witness is a-and he's a bit of an 
enigma. Let's just say it that way. He was, you know, he was pret­
ty certain in his deposition that the security assistance wasn't 
linked to anything. And then he submitted a-he submitted an ad­
dendum. 

Ms. CALLEN. Yes. I call that the pretzel sentence. 
Mr. CASTOR. And even in that addendum or supplement or what­

ever it's called, you know, it's talk to him and her. And anyway, 
Sondland ends with, you know, I presumed. 

Ms. CALLEN. Right. 
Mr. CASTOR. So it wasn't really any firsthand information. 
Ms. CALLEN. Right. We don't have a lot of firsthand information 

here. Is that correct? 
Mr. CAS'fOR. On certain facts, we don't. I mean, we have first­

hand information on the May 23 meeting in the Oval Office. We've 
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got a lot of firsthand information, although all conflicting, on the 
July 10 meeting. 

There are, you know, episodes I think during the course of this 
investigation that we have been able to at least get everyone's ac­
count. But the investigation hasn't been able to reveal, you know, 
firsthand evidence relating to the President other than the call 
transcript. 

Ms. CALLEN. And I think we've already talked about this, that 
Ambassador Sondland would presume things, assume things, and 
form opinions based on what other people told him, and then he 
would use those as firsthand. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. You know, it started with his role with the Ukraine 
portfolio. A lot of people at the State Department were wondering 
why the Ambassador to the EU was so engaged in issues relating 
to the Ukraine. And, you know, there are answers for that. 
Ukraine is an aspirant to join the EU. And there's a lot of other 
reasons, and Mr. Turner, I think, explored this really well at the 
open hearing. 

But we asked Ambassador Sondland. He said that he did a TV 
interview in Kyiv on the 26th of July where he said the President 
has given me, you know, a lot of assignments and the President 
has assigned me Ukraine and so forth. 

But then when we asked him in his deposition, he conceded that 
he was, in fact, spinning, that the President never assigned him to 
Ukraine, that he was just, you know, he was exaggerating. 

Ms. CALLEN. And I think at the public hearings you pointed out 
that, in contrast to other witnesses, Ambassador Sondland isn't a 
notetaker. He, in fact, he said "I do not recall" dozens of times in 
his deposition. 

Mr. CASTOR. Let's say it this way. You know, Ambassador Taylor 
walked us through his standard operating procedure for taking 
notes. He told us about having a notebook on his desk and a note­
book in his coat pocket of his suit, and he brought it with us and 
he showed us. 

So consequently, when Ambassador Taylor recounts to us, you 
know, what happened, it's backed up by these contemporaneous 
notes. 

Ambassador Sondland, on the other hand, was very clear that, 
you know-well, on the first hand he said that he did not have ac­
cess to his State Department records. While he said that at the 
public hearing, simultaneously the State Department issued a 
tweet, I think, or a statement at least, saying that wasn't true, that 
nobody is keeping Ambassador Sondland from his emails. You 
know, he's still a State Department employee. He can go-you 
know, he does have access to his records, but he stated he didn't. 

And he stated that he doesn't have any notes because he doesn't 
take notes. And he conceded that he doesn't have recollections of­
on a lot of these issues. And, you know, we sort of made a list of 
them, and I think at the hearing I called it the trifecta of 
unreliability. 

Ms. CALLEN. Yes. And you're not the only person that has con­
cerns about Ambassador Sondland's testimony, conduct. I think 
other witnesses took issue with his conduct. Is that correct? 



10382

100 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. Tim Morrison talked about instances wherein 
Ambassador Sondland was sort of showing up uninvited. Morrison 
didn't understand why Sondland was trying to get into the Warsaw 
meeting September 1. And Dr. Hill, Fiona Hill, told us about issues 
of that sort, and a number of witnesses, you are correct. 

Ms. CALLEN. And Ambassador Reeker and Ambassador 
Sondland, too, correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, I believe Ambassador Reeker-­
Ms. CALLEN. Said he was a problem. 
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. He was a problem, yeah. 
Ms. CALLEN. And Dr. Hill raised concerns about his behavior and 

said that he might be an intelligence risk. Is that correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. She did. She had issues with his tendency to pull 

out his mobile device and make telephone calls, which obviously 
can be monitored by the bad guys. 

Ms. CALLEN. And we talked about how he was spinning, you 
know, certain things, and he admitted that, how he was spinning. 

Mr. CASTOR. He admitted he exaggerated. 
Ms. CALLEN. Yes. 
Mr. CASTOR. He also, you know, when it comes to his commu­

nications with the President, we tried to get him to list all the com­
munications with the President. I think he gave us six. And then 
when he was back, you know, he walked us through each commu­
nication with the President. And by the way, it was about a Christ­
mas party. It was about when the President of Finland was here. 

And then Congresswoman Speier asked him the same question 
in the open hearing, and he said that he had talked to the Presi­
dent like 20 times. So the record is mixed. 

Ms. CALLEN. I think my time is up. Thank you both. 
Mr. COLLINS. Yield back. 
Ms. CALLEN. Yield back. 
Mr. NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Now we will engage in 

questions under the 5-minute rule. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chairman, Mr. 

Chairman, I move to recess for 30 minutes, pursuant to clause l(a) 
of Rule XI. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has moved-I'm sorry. The 
gentleman has moved to recess for how long? 

Mr. BIGGS. For 30 minutes, sir. 
Chairman NADLER. For 30 minutes. That is a privileged motion. 

It was not debatable. 
All in favor, say aye. 
No, no. 
The noes have it. The motion is not agreed to. 
Mr. BIGGS. I ask for a roll call vote, please. 
Chairman NADLER. A roll call is requested. The clerk will call the 

role. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler? 
Chairman NADLER. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes no. 
Ms. Lofgren? 
Ms. LOFGREN. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Lofgren votes no. 
Ms. Jackson Lee? 
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Ms. JACKSON LEE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes no. 
Mr. Cohen? [No response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes no. 
Mr. Deutch? 
Mr. DEUTCH. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes no. 
Ms. Bass? 
Ms. BASS. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes no. 
Mr. Richmond? 
Mr. RICHMOND. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes no. 
Mr. Jeffries? 
Mr. JEFFRIES. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes no. 
Mr. Cicilline? 
Mr. CICILLINE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes no. 
Mr. Swalwell? 
Mr. SWALWELL. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes no. 
Mr. Lieu? 
Mr. LIEU. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Lieu votes no. 
Mr. Raskin? 
Mr. RASKIN. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes no. 
Ms. Jayapal? 
Ms. JAYAPAL. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes no. 
Mrs. Demings? 
Mrs. DEMINGS. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes no. 
Mr. Correa? 
Mr. CORREA. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes no. 
Ms. Scanlon? 
Ms. SCANLON. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Scanlon votes no. 
Ms. Garcia? 
Ms. GARCIA. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes no. 
Mr. Neguse? 
Mr. NEGUSE. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. N eguse votes no. 
Mrs. McBath? 
Mrs. MCBATH. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes no. 
Mr. Stanton? 
Mr. STANTON. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes no. 
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Ms. Dean? 
Ms. DEAN. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes no. 
Ms. Mucarsel-Powell? 
Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes no. 
Ms. Escobar? 
Ms. ESCOBAR. No. 
Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes no. 
Mr. Collins? 
Mr. COLLINS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes aye. 
Mr. Sensenbrenner? 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chabot? 
Mr. CHABOT. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes aye. 
Mr. Gohmert? 
Mr. GoHMERT. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes aye. 
Mr. Jordan? 
Mr. JORDAN. Yes. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes yes. 
Mr. Buck? [Aye response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe? 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. Yes. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Ratcliffe votes yes. 
Mrs. Roby? 
Mrs. ROBY. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes aye. 
Mr. Gaetz? 
Mr. GAETZ. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes aye. 
Mr. Johnson of Louisiana? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes aye. 
Mr. Biggs? 
Mr. BIGGS. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes aye. 
Mr. McClintock? 
Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes aye. 
Mrs. Lesko? 
Mrs. LESKO. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes aye. 
Mr. Reschenthaler? 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Aye. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes aye. 
Mr. Cline? [No response.] 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong? 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Yes. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes yes. 
Mr. Steube? 
Mr. STEUBE. Yes. 
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Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes yes. 
Mr. COHEN. Mr. Chairman, how am I recorded. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen, you are not recorded. 
Mr. COHEN. I'd like to be recorded as no. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes no. 
Chairman NADLER. Are there any other members who wish to 

vote who have not voted? 
The clerk will report. 
Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 15 ayes and 24 noes. 
Chairman NADLER. The motion is not agreed to. 
Now we will engage in questions under the 5-minute rule. 
I yield myself 5 minutes for the purpose of questioning the wit­

nesses. 
Mr. Goldman, can you please explain the difference between Vice 

President Eiden's request to Ukraine a few years ago and President 
Trump's request to Ukraine earlier this year? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. When Vice President Eiden pressured the 
Ukrainian President to remove the corrupt prosecutor general, he 
was doing so with an international consensus as part of U.S. policy. 
The entire European Union supported that. The IMF supported 
that, the IMF, which also gave the loans that he was referring to. 
And so he did that as part of the entire international community's 
consensus. 

And when President Trump was asking for this investigation of 
Joe Eiden, all of the witnesses, every single one, testified that that 
had nothing to do with official U.S. policy. 

Chairman NADLER. And Vice President Eiden's request had no 
personal political benefit, whereas President Trump's request did? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. In fact, if-- the witnesses testified that if 
that corrupt prosecutor general were actually removed, it would be 
because he was not prosecuting corruption. So the witnesses said 
that by removing that prosecutor general and adding a new one, 
that there was an increased chance that corruption in Ukraine 
would be prosecuted, including as it related to the Eurisma com­
pany, which his son was on the board of. 

Chairman NADLER. Thank you. 
Now, Mr. Goldman, can you please explain exactly what hap­

pened with the phone records obtained by the Intelligence Com­
mittee. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yeah, thank you. I would like to set the record 
straight on that. 

This is a very basic and usual investigative practice where people 
involved in a scheme or suspected to be involved in a scheme, in­
vestigators routinely seek their records. 

And just to be very clear, this is metadata. It is only call to, call 
from, and length. It is not the content of the calls or the text mes­
sages. So there's no content. There's no risk of invading any com­
munications with lawyers or journalists or attorney-client. None of 
that exists and there are no risks to that. 

And so what we did is for the people that-several of the people 
that we had investigated and subpoenaed and who were alleged to 
be part of the scheme, we got call records so that we could corrobo­
rate some of their testimony or figure out maybe there's additional 
communications that we were unaware of. 
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What we then did is we took the call records and we match it 
up with important events that occurred during the scheme. And 
we'd start to see if there are patterns, because call records can be 
quite powerful circumstantial evidence. 

In this case, it just so happened that people who were involved 
in President Trump's scheme were communicating with the Presi­
dent's lawyer, who was also involved in the scheme, a journalist, 
a staff member of Congress, and another Member of Congress. 

We, of course, did not at all seek in any way, shape, or form to 
do any investigation on anyone, a Member of Congress or a staff 
member of Congress. It just happened to be that they were in com­
munication with people involved in the President's scheme. 

Chairman NADLER. And everything you did was basically stand­
ard operating procedure for a well-run investigation? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Every investigation in 10 years that I did prob­
ably we got call records for. 

Chairman NADLER. Thank you. 
Mr. Goldman, did White House counsel make his view clear 

about witnesses and evidence requested by the investigating com­
mittees, and what was that view? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. We never heard from the White House counsel, 
other than the letter, which basically just said: We will not at all 
cooperate with this investigation in any way, shape or form. They 
never reached out to engage in this accommodation process. 

It was a complete stonewall. Not only will the White House not 
participate and not cooperate and not respond to the duly author­
ized subpoenas of Congress, but we are-the White House says: We 
are also going to direct every other executive branch agency to defy 
the subpoenas. 

Chairman NADLER. Thank you. 
Now, I have a series of questions, and please keep your answers 

brief, if you can. 
During last week's hearing, my Republican colleagues said that 

Congress has not built a sufficient record to impeach the President 
at this stage. As a former prosecutor, you have spent years building 
substantial case records. What is the strength of the record here? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I think we have moved fast, and I think that the 
evidence is really overwhelming. We have 17 witnesses with over­
lapping and consistent statements. 

Chairman NADLER. Overwhelming. 
And the committee managed to collect such a compelling record 

in the face of unprecedented obstruction by the President, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Chairman NADLER. And was the obstruction so pervasive that 

the evidence pointed to a course of conduct or a plan to cover up 
any Presidential misconduct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. We did find that there was an effort to conceal 
the President's conduct, yes. 

Chairman NADLER. And I understand that on October 8 the 
White House wrote a letter explaining that President Trump had 
directed his administration not to cooperate with the White House's 
impeachment inquiry. In the letter, the White House counsel wrote, 
quote, "President Trump cannot permit his administration to par­
ticipate in this partisan inquiry under the circumstances." 
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Now, the investigative committees tried to interview dozens of 
witnesses, including current and former Trump administration offi­
cials, and was stymied with respect to most of them. Is that cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. There were 12 witnesses who were directed not 
to appear, and ultimately they did not appear. 

Chairman NADLER. Thank you very much. 
My time has expired. I yield to the ranking member, Mr. Collins. 
Mr. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Goldman, it's an interesting thing now. So now we can com­

mit basically extortion or put pressure on others as long as we 
have the international community behind us. As long as we get 
enough people to think we're okay, I can then go extort anybody 
I want to as long as enough people think it's okay. That was, in 
essence, what you just said. Whether you believe it or not, that's 
what as I copied the notes. 

But I want to go to the phone records. It's a novel approach. The 
phone records issue-and I'm not-and hear me clearly. I have no 
problem with the subpoena as far as the subpoena power from Con­
gress, not a problem. My problem, as you did not answer in the 
previous, though, is taking the metadata, the numbers-I did not 
say anything-it's interesting you had to go and say, well, there's 
no content or anything else. 

We've had that debate in Congress now for the last few years on 
the FISA program and other things-which, by the way, this com­
mittee should be hearing FISA this week. The IG report just came 
out, and we're doing this. 

It's interesting to see to me that the calls and the metadata and 
not the content. What the problem I have here is this, is if Rudy, 
Nunes-Giuliani, Nunes and Harvey were the only phone records 
returned from the subpoena, why are these released? 

Here's the problem. You took-the committee-and this is why I 
want to know who ordered it. The committee made a choice, Chair­
man Schiff, who I'm assuming, because he's not here, or you, who 
did get to come-at least, thank you for showing up-made a con­
scious choice to put these records into the report. 

Mr. COLLINS. It was a drive-by. It was a gratuitous drive-by, that 
you wanted to smear, the ranking member or smear these others, 
because they were in those numbers, they were connected to that. 
I'm not saying he knew the content, I'm not saying anything else. 
In fact, you just admitted just a second ago, it was simply they 
were contacting these people. The problem I have with that is, is 
you could have just as easily put, if you were really wanting to do 
a professional non-smear report, it said, Congressperson 1, or 
Congressperson 2, reporter 1, reporter 2, because if they did not ac­
tually contribute to your report, it is nothing but a drive-by. That's 
the problem I have here. 

I have no problem with you working, I have no problem with the 
report, I have no problem with the subpoena. And you can pretty 
it up all you want, that was nothing but show the American people 
that at least for a moment, the Schiff report became a partisan 
smear against other Members we don't like, because there was 
other alternatives for you to do. 
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I have no problem, as I said, with you doing proper oversight. 
I've had a lot of issues with how this oversight's done, but don't 
make it up and don't not tell me or the rest of this committee who 
ordered that. That was nothing more than a smear campaign. And 
to say it's not is being disingenuous with this committee. The chair­
man gave you a chance to actually rehabilitate, and you made it 
worse. 

Because at the end of the day, those got put out-and by the 
way, it also-a fuller record got leaked to the-from executive ses­
sion, got leaked to The Washington Post. And I don't understand, 
you know, how we can say this is okay. How do we say this is fine? 
This is how we have devolved. And the members on the majority 
now may be members of the minority at some point, and if we're 
setting the standard for this is where we're going with these kind 
of investigations, then we're in trouble. We're in deep trouble. Be­
cause this is another thing that the Founders, you and others 
today, Mr. Berke had said earlier, the Founders were deeply con­
cerned about a lot of things. One of the biggest things they were 
concerned about as opposed to-I'm glad that most everybody on 
the dais is now an originalist, except this, they also were concerned 
about a partisan impeachment. 

A partisan impeachment, because you don't like his policies, you 
don't like what he said and you don't like how he said it. I don't 
like the way Joe Eiden said it, but you blew that off as everybody 
has the backing of the international community. 

What we have become is a perpetual state of impeachment, and 
that is the problem that everyone on this dais should have, but 
don't come here and be a person who is a witness, sworn witness, 
and not answer the questions. Adam Schiffs doing that fine with­
out you. But don't come here and say, I'm not going to say, because 
you know good and well sometime at some conference, at some 
committee room, in some little room, somebody said, Hey, this is 
interesting because I have Devin Nunes' phone number, that num­
ber matches, and we're going to put it in the report, not because 
we think Devin Nunes is a part of this, but because he had a phone 
call with somebody that we were investigating. That's a drive-by. 
And it's beneath you, and it's beneath this Congress. And that is 
why I have such a problem with this. 

And then you leaked further information. This is the problem 
here, and we can be righteous about trying to get this President 
or not, but when it comes to this, this is why people are getting 
so just turned off by this whole thing. 

When we understand that, that is the problem I have, because 
you could have handled this differently, you and Mr. Schiff. I'm 
going to blame the chairman because I hold the Member, the one 
with the pen, responsible. So I'm going to assume he ordered this, 
he was the one that said, put their names in here, and he was the 
one who can't come and defend that. Unfortunately, he sent you. 
And you had to take it. That's wrong, and this committee deserves 
better. With that, I yield back. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. The gentlelady 
from California is recognized. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The gist of the ques­
tion here is the potential of abuse of the President's power to ben-
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efit himself in the next election. Now, America is based on free and 
fair elections, and after Russia interfered in the 2016 election, the 
American people are rightfully concerned about ensuring that the 
next election is free of foreign interference. And keeping that in 
mind, I'd like to ask you, Mr. Goldman, the following question. 

Ambassador Sondland testified that, according to Rudy Giuliani, 
quote, "President Trump wanted a public statement from President 
Zelensky committing to investigations of Burisma in the 2016 elec­
tion." Isn't that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Ms. LOFGREN. And Ambassador Sondland testified, as the screen 

in front of you shows, that President Zelensky, quote, "had to an­
nounce the investigations," he didn't actually have to do them. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Goldman, you're an experienced former pros­

ecutor. Is it common to announce an investigation but not actually 
to conduct the investigation? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No. Usually it works the reverse. Normally you 
don't announce the investigation because you want to develop as 
much evidence while it's not-while it's not public. Because if it's 
public, then you run into problems with people matching up testi­
mony and witnesses tailoring their testimony, which is part of the 
reason why the closed depositions in our investigation were so im­
portant. 

Ms. LOFGREN. So what did that evidence, this evidence about the 
announcement, tell you about why President Trump would only 
care about President Zelensky announcing the investigations, but 
not actually conducting them? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. There were two things that it said. One is, what­
ever he claims-the President claims about his desire to root out 
corruption, even if you assume that these investigations are for 
that purpose, as he has stated, it undermines that, because he 
doesn't actually care if the investigations are done. So even if you 
assume, which I don't think the evidence supports, that it's corrup­
tion, then he's still not doing the corruption investigations. 

And the second is, he just wanted the public announcement. The 
private confirmation was not enough, and that's an indication that 
he wanted the political benefit from them. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Yeah. It looks to me that the announcement of the 
investigation could benefit the President politically, because the an­
nouncement alone could be Twitter fodder between now and the 
next election to smear a political rival. That's consistent with the 
findings. You know, President Nixon attempted to corrupt elec­
tions, and his agents broke into Democratic Party headquarters to 
get a leg up on the election, and then he tried to cover it up, just 
as we've seen some obstruction here. But even more concerning in 
this case, President Trump, not only appears to have abused the 
power of his office, to help his own reelection campaign, he used 
a foreign government to do his bidding, and he used military aid 
as leverage to get the job done. 

Now, this aid was approved by Congress. It was appropriated on 
a bipartisan basis for Ukraine, to fight Russia who'd invaded them. 
And while this aid was withheld, people died while this aid was 
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being withheld. And some people have argued since ultimately the 
aid was released, that there was not a problem. 

But, Mr. Goldman, isn't it true that the aid was released only 
after the President got caught, and only after Congress learned of 
the scheme to make this life-or-death aid conditional on this an­
nouncement of investigation of his political rival? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. There were several things that made the Presi­
dent realize that this was coming to a head and could not be con­
cealed. The whistleblower complaint was circulating around the 
White House, the congressional committees announced their own 
investigation, and then the-perhaps The Washington Post op-ed 
on September 5, linking the two, and then the Inspector General 
notified the committee that there was this whistleblower complaint 
that was being withheld by the Trump administration. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Correct. Well, I've made it clear throughout this 
investigation that I didn't want to be part of a third impeachment 
inquiry, but the direct evidence is very damning, and the President 
hasn't offered any evidence to the contrary. We've asked, we've sub­
poenaed, we've invited the President, and nothing has come for­
ward. If he had evidence of his innocence, why wouldn't he bring 
it forward? You know, this is a very serious matter that strikes at 
the heart of our Constitution. And it's a concern that we are here, 
but I've heard over and over again that this is too fast. Well, Ms. 
Jackson Lee and I were talking, we were both members of this 
committee during the Clinton impeachment. That took 73 days. 
We're here on the 76th day. We need to proceed and I thank you, 
Mr. Goldman, for your hard work and for your presentation. I yield 
back, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. SCANLON [presiding]. Without objection, the hearing will 
stand in recess for 15 minutes. 

[Recess.] 
Chairman NADLER [presiding]. The committee will come back to 

order. We were-when we recessed, we were engaging in ques­
tioning of the witnesses under the 5-minute rule. We'll continue 
doing that. I recognize Mr. Sensenbrenner. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent re­
quest before we start. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his unanimous con­
sent request. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I would request that we enter into the record 
the FISA applications and other aspects of the FBI's crossfire hur­
ricane--

Ms. LOFGREN. I reserve a point of order. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I think if we're going to-­
Chairman NADLER. Reserving-what are you--
Mr. ARMSTRONG. The FISA report that just came out. 
Chairman NADLER. Oh. We--
Mr. ARMSTRONG. The Inspector General's report-to this whole 

thing. 
Chairman NADLER. We'll take that under advisement until we 

can review it, and we'll rule on it later. I mean, we'll hopefully 
grant it later. 

Ms. LOFGREN. I withdraw my reservation. 
Chairman NADLER. Mr. Sensenbrenner. 



10391

109 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I 
would like to follow up on the two series of questions that the rank­
ing member, Mr. Collins directed to Mr. Goldman, relative to the 
telephone company subpoenas and the inclusion of certain informa­
tion in the majority report from the Intelligence Committee. Let me 
say that there are two issues involved. One that is not involved is 
the legality of the subpoena. I believe that that was a subpoena 
that is fully authorized under the law, and under congressional 
procedures. 

Where I do have a problem, and a really big problem, however, 
is the fact that somebody made a decision to match certain data, 
megadata-metadata that had been collected through the subpoena 
with phone numbers of journalists and Members of Congress. And 
that is the beginning of a surveillance state which I think is out­
rageous, particularly since with the Freedom Act in 2013, we cur­
tailed the NSC's ability about that. 

Now, had Chairman Schiff decided to man up and come here and 
talk, rather than hiding behind Mr. Goldman as chief investigator 
as his surrogate, or legate, if you will, I think we could have gotten 
to the bottom of this, and we could have taken action to make sure 
that this never happens again. 

You know, I do not want to see Members of Congress, through 
their subpoena power, being able to subpoena the telephone records 
of private citizens, willy-nilly, without any kind of cause, or to 
match the numbers up with somebody else to see who they were 
talking to, and then going the next step, and publishing the results 
of that match in a report that the minority hadn't seen until it was 
released. That, I think, is an abuse of power. 

We're talking a lot about abuses of power here in the White 
House and in the executive branch. Here we see a clear abuse of 
power on the part of the people who are prosecuting this impeach­
ment against the President of the United States. They should be 
ashamed of themselves. 

Now, I come from the State where Joe McCarthy came from. I 
met Joe McCarthy twice, when I was first getting into politics as 
a teenager. Folks, you have made Joe McCarthy look like a piker 
with what you've done with the electronic surveillance involved. It 
is something that has to be put a stop to now. It is something that 
has to be fessed up to now, whether it's you, Mr. Goldman, that 
authorized the matching and the publication, or whether it was 
Chairman Schiff. I would have loved to put Chairman Schiff under 
oath so that he could be required to answer the same way you 
have, Mr. Goldman, on how this all happened. But as one who has 
spent quite a bit of time curtailing the excesses of the Patriot Act, 
which I authored, with the Freedom Act, which I also authored, 
you know, the surveillance state can get out of control. 

This is a major step in the surveillance state getting out of con­
trol in the hands of the Congress, and in the hands of a majority 
party that wants to influence political decisions, relative to politi­
cians, in this case, President Donald Trump, that they don't like. 
And they haven't liked him from the beginning of his term. They 
have tried to talk about impeachment since the beginning of his 
term. They thought that the Mueller report was goin~ to be the 
smoking gun. It ended up being a cap pistol. Now theyre working 
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on this. And the steps that they have gone, the violation of common 
sense, the precedent that they have started in looking at the way 
the chairman has conducted this hearing today and in the previous 
hearings, not even to allow Mr. Gaetz to make a point of order, 
that he can't see what you put on the screen, I think goes against 
the entire fabric, you know, of American democracy. Shame on 
those who have done it, and if we want to get back to something 
objective, maybe it's time to push the recess button. I yield back. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Chairman Nadler, could I just respond quickly on 
the phone records--

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman can respond. 
Mr. GOLDMAN [continuing]. Only because it's now come up-­
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I yielded back. 
Chairman NADLER. No, no, no. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I didn't ask him a question. I made a state­

ment. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yielded back. The gentleman 

yielded back. Ms. Jackson Lee is recognized. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. So, Mr. Goldman, let's get to the facts again. 

During the phone conversation on July 25, with President 
Zelensky, President Trump was narrowly focusing on his own polit­
ical survival, using his public office for private and political gain. 
The truth matters. 

Then we heard counsel for the Republicans say the President's 
concerned about foreign aid, because you could kiss it goodbye. As­
suming that's referring to anticorruption. But let's look at the facts 
of the July 25 call-I happen to have read it just recently-which 
sharply illustrates the President's willingness to abuse the power 
of his office for his own personal benefit. The memorandum of that 
call is on the screen in front of you. And it shows that President 
Trump says-and by the way, right after President Zelensky spoke 
about defense support and the Javelins, "I would like you to do us 
a favor, though." So this is a President's own behavior in words. 
Mr. Goldman, what was that favor? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The favor was to investigate a debunked con­
spiracy theory related to Ukraine interference in the 2016 election. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Goldman, the investigative committees re­
ceived evidence from multiple witnesses who testified that Presi­
dent Trump was provided specific talking points in preparation for 
the July 25 call, geared toward protecting the American people's 
national security. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The talking points certainly were part of the offi­
cial U.S. policy, and they included anticorruption efforts and na­
tional security efforts, yes. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. And those talking points were provided to 
help the President effectively communicate official U.S. policy in­
terest during calls with foreign leaders. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is correct. It's a routine process that the Na­
tional Security Council does, but the President generally is able to 
use them or not use them. Witnesses said the President's not re­
quired to use them. What was so startling here is that he not only 
veered off--

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you. 
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Mr. GOLDMAN [continuing]. From them, but that he went to his 
own personal interests. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. And it's fair to say that such talking points 
signal the purpose of a given can, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Witnesses testified that the talking points for 

the July 25 can included recommendations to encourage President 
Zelensky to continue to promote anticorruption reforms in Ukraine, 
which has a focus of American foreign policy in Eastern Europe. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. So to be clear, the talking points created for 

the President or the principals to discuss specific matters that real­
ly protect the American people. Is that accurate? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, generally. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. But witnesses such as Tim Morrison, the dep­

uty assistant to the President, and senior director for Europe, testi­
fied about what was not in those talking points. 

[Video shown.] 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Are you aware of any witness who testified 

that investigating the Bidens was an objective of official U.S. pol­
icy? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No, it was not before, and it was not after this 
can. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. And anything ever found in those investiga­
tions that might have occurred? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I'm sorry, can you repeat the question? 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Anything ever found of those investigations 

that may have occurred with respect to the former Vice President? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Every single witness said there's no factual basis 

for either of the investigations. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. So Mr. Trump did not use official talking 

points? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. And there were fact witnesses who confirmed 

that? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
[Video shown.] 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. So Mr. Goldman-­
[Video shown.] 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. So, Mr. Goldman, did the evidence prove that 

Mr. Trump utilized his position of public trust in order to accom­
plish these goals-his goals-in order to hurt his domestic political 
opponent? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, that's what the evidence showed. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. I've come to understand that America's values 

of democracy and justice must have the vital pillars of truth, fac­
tual truth, and trust. As a former judge and one who sat on this 
committee during impeachment in 1998, the truth matters. It's 
clear that the President reany cared about-did not reany care 
about fighting corruption in Ukraine but wanted his own personal 
interests to be considered. That kind of puts into perspective Am­
bassador Sondland, that they didn't care whether Ukraine actually 
investigated, but really whether they just announced it. 
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It is certainly well-known that it is our duty, as the President 
poses a continuing threat to, under the Constitution, pursue the 
truth. That is our duty. We are now proceeding to do our duty to 
find the truth. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back. The gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is the second hear­
ing on impeachment that this committee has held in the last week. 
Well, I would submit that you're investigating the wrong guy. Let's 
look at the facts. Mr. Castor, Ukraine, that's been at the center of 
attention in this impeachment hearing, has historically been one of 
the world's most corrupt nations. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's correct. 
Mr. CHABOT. And under legislation that Congress passed, the 

National Defense Authorization Act, it was President Trump's re­
sponsibility, his duty, to see that U.S. tax dollars did not go to 
Ukraine, unless they were making progress in reducing corruption. 
Is that also right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes, that's right. 
Mr. CHABOT. And isn't it true that Joe Eiden's son, Hunter, had 

placed himself right smack dab in the middle of that corruption? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes, he did. Eurisma was one of the most corrupt 

companies in Ukraine. 
Mr. CHABOT. And contrary to what House Democrats and many 

in the media would have you believe, the concerns about Hunter 
Eiden's involvement in Ukrainian corruption, they're not some sort 
of vast, right-wing conspiracy concocted by supporters of the Presi­
dent, are they? In fact, the concerns about Hunter Eiden were first 
raised by the Obama administration. Is that right? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's right. And also Washington Post, a lot of 
publications, and the State Department. 

Mr. CHABOT. And the Obama administration's concerns about 
Eiden didn't end there, did they? The former ambassador to 
Ukraine, Marie Yovanovitch, said she was coached by the Obama 
administration on how to answer pesky questions related to Hunter 
Eiden and Eurisma, that might arise during her Senate confirma­
tion process. Is that right? 

Mr. CASTOR. The State Department was so concerned about this, 
they gave her a mock Q&A on this question. 

Mr. CHABOT. And nearly every single witness who testified at the 
Intelligence Committee impeachment inquiry agreed that Hunter 
Eiden's Eurisma deal created, at the very least, the appearance of 
conflict of interest. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's correct. And, you know, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary George Kent testified that there was an investigation 
into Eurisma, into their head, Zlochevsky, and they were trying to 
track down 23 million that he had taken out of the country. They 
were working with the United Kingdom. They were working­
United States, United Kingdom. Ukraine was working on tracking 
this money down. And there was an investigation, an active inves­
tigation going on, and a bribe was paid. And that bribe was paid. 
It allowed Zlochevsky to get off scot-free. Right around that time 
is when Eurisma went about sprucing up their board, shall we say. 
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Mr. CHABOT. And yet with all that evidence, the Democrats on 
the Intelligence Committee, under Chairman Schiff, and now the 
Democrats here, are determined to sweep the Eiden corruption 
under the rug, ignore it, not let us call witnesses on it, and instead, 
rush to impeach the President, all to satisfy, I would argue, their 
radical left-wing base. What a disservice to the country. 

Imagine this. You've got the Vice President, Joe Eiden, in charge 
of overseeing our Ukrainian policy, and his son, Hunter Eiden re­
ceiving 50 grand a month with no identifiable expertise in either 
energy or Ukraine. Yet the Democrats won't let us present wit­
nesses on that. So let's do the next best thing, since we can't bring 
the witnesses here, let's watch a couple of videos. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. CHABOT. You know, Joe Eiden got a little testy with a voter 

at one of his events in Iowa last week, calling the man a liar, chal­
lenging him to a push-up contest among other things, and falsely 
stating, once again, that nobody said there was anything wrong 
with his son's deal in Ukraine. Well, you know what, that's a lot 
of malarkey. A lot of people have been saying that for quite a while 
now, and they're right. 

And what's worse is that first the Intelligence Committee, and 
now this committee, are conducting an impeachment investigation 
against President Trump based on, as Professor Turley put it last 
week, wafer-thin evidence and ignoring evidence of a high-level 
U.S. official who actually did engage in a quid pro quo with the 
Ukrainian government, in fact, confessed to it in this video. 

[Video shown.J 
Mr. CHABOT. You're investigating the wrong guy, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's time is expired. Mr. Cohen. 
Mr. COHEN. Thank you, sir. Mr. Goldman, I'd like to bring us 

back to the next President, not-to this President, not the next 
President, and stay focused on the July 25 call, and the President's 
abuse of office for his benefit and no one else's. 

Now, as my colleague, Ms. Jackson Lee, confirmed, the Presi­
dent's request for these investigations was not an objective of U.S. 
foreign policy, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. COHEN. Is there any evidence the National Security Council 

wanted investigation into the Eidens, Eurisma, or any alleged 
Ukrainian interference in 2016? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No. 
Mr. COHEN. Any evidence about the State Department wanting 

them? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. No. 
Mr. COHEN. How about the DOD, did the DOD want those inves­

tigations? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. No evidence of that. 
Mr. COHEN. Did any witness tell you that they wanted Ukraine 

to investigate the Eidens or the 2016 election? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. No. 
Mr. COHEN. And we certainly know now that the Ukrainians did 

not want it either. In fact, they made it very clear, they did not 
want to be an instrument-this is a quote-"an instrument in 
Washington domestic reelection politics." 
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So the only person who was a beneficiary from that investigation 
is President Trump. And that's why everyone on the July 25 call 
knew it was wrong. They knew it was wrong. The investigative 
committee heard testimony from three witnesses who participated 
in that call. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. Well, listened to that call. 
Mr. COHEN. Right. Mr. Goldman, even in real time, the witness 

who listened on that call, testified they were concerned by the call. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. COHEN. And in fact, both Lieutenant Colonel Vindman and 

Mr. Morrison immediately reported the call to legal counsel. Is that 
right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. COHEN. And why did they do so? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. They did it for separate reasons. Lieutenant Colo­

nel Vindman was concerned about the substance of the call, that 
it was improper. Mr. Morrison was concerned about the potential 
political ramifications if the call was released because of the sub­
stance of the call and the political nature of the call. 

Mr. COHEN. And they reported the call-that they actually re­
ported that to the internal legal channels. Mr. Goldman, I have 
placed Lieutenant Colonel Vindman's testimony about why he re­
ported the call on the screen. Am I correct, his concern was based 
on the fact that the President was asking a foreign power to inves­
tigate a U.S. citizen? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And he was not the only witness to express 
that concern. 

Mr. COHEN. Am I also correct that he reported this concern be­
cause he thought it was a sense of duty, a duty that he felt some­
thing was wrong? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. As you probably know, Lieutenant Colonel 
Vindman is a Purple Heart Award winner from-or medal winner 
from Iraq, and he has been in the Department of Defense for 20 
years, and has a great sense of duty and a great patriotism to this 
country and felt compelled to follow that sense of duty and report 
it. 

Mr. COHEN. And Ms. Williams, Vice President Pence's aide, was 
present for the call, and she testified as you brought out-or was 
brought out earlier, that it was unusual and inappropriate. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. COHEN. Now, when Mr.-Vice President Eiden got involved 

with the European Union and the IMF, then Germany and France 
and said, you've got to do something about corruption, that was 
okay, because they were doing something for the common good of 
a bunch of people, as distinguished from what's going on here, 
where somebody's doing it for their personal good. Is that not cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Right. There's a distinction between doing an offi­
cial act for an official purpose and doing an official act for a per­
sonal purpose. And if I could just respond to something Mr. Castor 
said, when he said that the-there were problems because 
Zlochevsky paid a bribe, the head of Burisma, in order to get out 
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from under the prosecution, that was exactly the type of conduct 
that Vice President Eiden wanted to shut down in Ukraine. That 
was exactly the type of-non-anticorruption policies that Vice 
President Eiden was objecting to, using the official policy. So that's 
one of the reasons that he-I mean, I don't know if that was one, 
but that's the type of thing that he based-he and the Americans 
and the Europeans based--

Mr. COHEN. That's the issue we've got to get in this committee­
to understand the difference between doing something for the na­
tional good, for the international good, for the common good, and 
for your own good. That's the difference. Got to get that across. 
And those witnesses, many career nonpartisan officials were clear 
they thought it was wrong to ask a foreign government to inves­
tigate a political rival. Video. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. COHEN. And we are going to check that type of conduct, we 

are the people's House, and I yield back the balance of my time. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Mr. Gohmert? 
Mr. GoHMERT. Well, I had some questions for the witness, Mr. 

Berke, but he has absconded, so I'm going to use my 5 minutes but 
not to ask questions. It is interesting, though, to have heard Mr. 
Goldman refuse to answer questions about the investigation, yet, 
he comes in here and the very reason that he wants to see the 
President for the first time any President's ever been removed from 
office, while he's been obstructing, he didn't answer our questions. 

So, perhaps if we're going to apply his sense of justice to him, 
it would be time to have him removed from his position. But that's 
only if we apply his own standards and as his client said, if it 
weren't for double standards, some of these folks wouldn't have 
standards at all. 

But we were told also at the beginning that we would hear law­
yers present evidence, lawyers who are going to come in here­
now, what normally happens-and I've been in some kangaroo 
hearings in courts, not my own when I was there, but I have been 
mistreated in hearings before, but I have never seen anything like 
this where we don't allow the fact witnesses to come in here, we 
have the lawyers come in and tell us what we're supposed to know 
about those witnesses and about their testimony and about their 
impression and what the law is. This is outrageous. My friend, Jim 
Sensenbrenner, said in 41 years, he's never seen anything like 
what we have going on here to try to oust a sitting President. 

And it's also outrageous to hear people say, Well, this man 
thought he was a king because he said he could do anything he 
wanted, when they know that that statement was in the context 
of whether or not he could fire Mueller. And of course he could fire 
Mueller. He could fire or not fire Mueller. He could appoint a spe­
cial prosecutor to invest Mueller and Weissmann. I think he should 
have, but that's his prerogative, and he could have done anything 
about that he wanted. To take that out of context, say, he thinks 
he's a king, let me tell you what a king is. A king is someone who 
says over 20 times, I can't do that, Congress has to change the law 
on immigration, and then he decides, you know what, I got a pen 
and I got a phone, I'll do whatever I want, and, by golly, he does. 
He makes new law with a pen and a phone. Now that is more like 
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a monarchy, not somebody saying they can fire a special prosecutor 
if they want to. 

And regarding treason, the Constitution itself says you got to 
have two witnesses-and that's not hearsay witnesses. None of this 
stuff that wouldn't be admissible in any decent court. No, that's 
two direct evidence witnesses that can come in and positively iden­
tify themselves, not something they overheard or some-but actu­
ally be witnesses to treason. 

And yet this group comes in here, they toss treason out in a re­
port like it's no big deal. We can bring in a bunch of hearsay wit­
nesses, and then we'll have the lawyers testify and then throw a 
President out of office. This is so absurd. It's so absurd. Now, we 
have witness come in, and we're told he's going to be a witness, 
that's why he doesn't have to follow under the rules of decorum, 
and then-I've never seen this-he gets to come up and grill his 
opposing adversary witness. I feel like to be fair, if we were going 
to make this thing fair, Mr. Castor would be able to come up and 
grill Mr. Berke. But this isn't about being fair. It's not about due 
process. This is about a kangaroo system. 

And let me tell you, those that think you've done something spe­
cial here, you have set the bar so low, I'm afraid it's irreparable. 
I mean, just think-we've had people already mention, you know, 
the next President, Joe Eiden. We're told, you know, gee, he may 
be the next President. Well, we've already got the forms. All we 
have to do is eliminate Donald Trump's name and put Joe Biden's 
name in there, because he's on video, he and his son. He basically 
has admitted to the crime that's being hoisted on the President im­
properly. 

So I'm scared for my country. Because I've never seen anything 
like this. This is supposed to be the Congress. I came up here from 
a court where we had order and we had rules, and I've seen noth­
ing of the kind in here today, and it's outrageous that we're trying 
to remove a President with a kangaroo court like this. I yield back. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Chairman, if I could just clarify, treason is not in 
our report. I just want to--

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yielded back. 
Mr. GoHMERT. Yeah, and it is mentioned in the report we got, 

thank you very much. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yielded back. Mr. Johnson? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to 

get us back to the undisputed facts of the President's abuse of 
power. Mr. Goldman, as a prosecutor in the Southern District of 
New York, when you prosecuted drug conspiracy cases, was it 
standard practice for drug kingpins to try to beat the case by 
distancing themselves from the conspiracy theory and blaming 
their accomplices for the crime? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. All the time. Conspiracies have different layers, 
and the top layers make the bottom layers do the work, so that 
they're further removed from the actual conduct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Okay. I'd like to ask some questions 
about the President's role in what Ambassador Bolton referred to 
as a drug deal. Did the testimony and evidence compiled by the In­
telligence Committee establish the fact that, with respect to 
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Ukraine, Rudy Giuliani was, at all times, working on behalf of 
President Trump? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. Mr. Giuliani said that. President Trump said 
that to a number of other individuals. And then those individuals, 
Ambassador Sondland, Ambassador Volker also said that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank you. And on May 9, 2019, Rudy 
Giuliani, on behalf of his client, President Trump, spoke with a 
New York Times reporter about his planned trip to Ukraine, and 
on that trip, he planned to meet with President Zelensky, he said, 
and urge him to pursue investigations relating to the Bidens and 
to the debunked theory that Ukraine, and not Russia, interfered in 
the 2016 election. Isn't that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. And Mr. Giuliani told the reporter that 

his trip was not about official U.S. foreign policy, and that the in­
formation he sought would be very, very helpful to his client, 
meaning it would be helpful to President Trump. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And if it's not official foreign policy, it would 
be helpful to President Trump's personal interests. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. That's correct. Then there is no doubt, 
Mr. Goldman, that investigations of the Bidens and the 2016 elec­
tion meddling were, in fact, not about U.S. policy, but were about 
benefiting Trump's reelection, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And even the Ukrainians realized that. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. And on July 25, President Trump 

placed that fateful phone call to President Zelensky, and he asked 
President Zelensky to investigate Bidens, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. And on that call, President Trump told 

Zelensky, quote, "I will have Mr. Giuliani to give you a call," cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. And on October 2 and October 3, Presi­

dent Trump once again made explicit that he and Mr. Giuliani 
were intent on making these investigations happen, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
[Video shown.] 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Goldman, the evidence shows a 

course of conduct by President Trump and his agents, does it not? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. It does. And clearly it continued long after our in-

vestigation began. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. It shows a common plan, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right, yes. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. It shows a common goal? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. And the goal was to get foreign help for 

the 2020 election, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That is-that's what all the witnesses said. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. And, Mr. Goldman, who was the king­

pin of that plan? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Thank you, Mr. Goldman. Ambassador 

Bolton called it a drug deal. As a kingpin, President Trump tried 
to force a foreign government to interfere in the upcoming Presi-
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dential election. The evidence is undisputed and overwhelming, 
that Rudy Giuliani acted as part of a conspiracy with President 
Trump to obtain Ukrainian help for President Trump in the 2020 
election. 

This was not just a hurtful drug deal. This was an attempt to 
undermine the very fabric of our democracy. The Framers feared 
most how foreign influence could turn a President into a despot, so 
they adopted impeachment as a backstop to protect our democracy. 
The facts, ladies and gentlemen, demand that we use that remedy 
today, and with that, I yield back. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Mr. Jordan? 
Mr. JORDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Castor, I want to go 

to the document that started it all, the August 12 whistleblower 
complaint. Bullet point one on page 1 of the whistleblower's com­
plaint, he says this: Over the past 4 months, more than half a 
dozen U.S. officials have informed me of the various facts related 
to this effort. Mr. Castor, who are these half a dozen U.S. officials? 

Mr. CASTOR. We don't know. 
Mr. JORDAN. We don't know, do we? And we had no chance to 

know for sure who these people were, because we never got to talk 
to the whistleblower. Is that right, Mr. Castor? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's right. 
Mr. JORDAN. We needed to talk to the guy who started it all, we 

needed to talk to him to figure out who these more than half a 
dozen people were who formed the basis of his complaint, and we 
never got to. Adam Schiff's staff got to. Adam Schiff knows who he 
is, but we don't get to know, and therefore, we don't get to know 
the original people, the six people who formed the basis of this en­
tire thing we've been going through now for 3 months. But we did 
talk to 17 people, right, Mr. Castor? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's right. 
Mr. JORDAN. Seventeen depositions and you were in every single 

one. You were the lawyer doing the work for the Republicans in 
every single one. Is that right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes, sir. 
Mr. JORDAN. And there's one witness who they relied on and 

built their report around. One witness. Who would that witness be? 
As I read their report, it's obviously one witness. Who's that wit­
ness, Mr. Castor? 

Mr. CASTOR. Ambassador Sondland. 
Mr. JORDAN. Ambassador Sondland. I think you said earlier his 

name was mentioned, I don't know, what'd you say? 
Mr. CASTOR. 611 times. 
Mr. JORDAN. 611 times. More than Lieutenant Colonel Vindman, 

the guy who was on the call, more than Ambassador Taylor, their 
first witness, their star witness, the very first hearing in the Intel­
ligence Committee. They relied on Sondland, not the whistleblower, 
not the more than half a dozen people who informed the whistle­
blower. They relied on Ambassador Sondland. Why did they pick 
Sondland, Mr. Castor? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's probably the best they got. 
Mr. JORDAN. Because that's the best they got? The guy who had 

to file an addendum to his testimony, the guy that had to file the 
clarification, the guy who said 2 weeks ago sitting in the same 
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chair you're sitting in, Mr. Castor, in his 23-page opening state­
ment, he said this: Unless President Zelensky announces an inves­
tigation into Burisma and the Bidens, there would be no call with 
President Trump, there would be no meeting with President 
Trump, there would be no security assistance money going to 
Ukraine. That's what Ambassador Sondland said. Mr. Castor, was 
there an announcement by President Zelensky about investigating 
the Bidens or Burisma? 

Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. JORDAN. No announcement? 
Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. JORDAN. Did President Zelensky get a call from President 

Trump? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. JORDAN. Did President Zelensky get a meeting with Presi­

dent Trump? 
Mr. CAS1'0R. Yes. 
Mr. JORDAN. Did President Zelensky get the money from the 

United States? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. JORDAN. They got the call on July 25, they got the money 

on September 11, they got the meeting on September 25. Is that 
right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. JORDAN. But the guy who said none of that was going to hap-

pen is the guy they build their case around-­
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. JORDAN [continuing]. Is that right-Mr. Sondland? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yep. 
Mr. JORDAN. Let me go to one other thing they built their case 

around. They built their case around a lot of hearsay, didn't they? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. JORDAN. And the best example of the hearsay, surprisingly 

enough, is Ambassador Sondland. It is amazing, they built their 
case around this ambassador, and they built their case around 
hearsay, and the best example of both is Mr. Sondland, Ambas­
sador Sondland, because he filed his addendum, his clarification, 
where he says this. We read this a couple weeks ago, pointed this 
out a couple weeks ago. He says this in bullet point number 2, in 
his clarification, he says, Ambassador Taylor recalls that Mr. Mor­
rison told Ambassador Taylor that I told Mr. Morrison that I con­
veyed this message to Mr. Yermak on a September 1, 2019, in con­
nection with Vice President Pence's visit to Warsaw and a meeting 
with President Zelensky. That's his clarification. Amazing. Six peo­
ple, as I said before, having four conversations in one sentence. 

Ambassador Taylor recalled that Mr. Morrison told Ambassador 
Taylor that I told Mr. Morrison that I conveyed this message to Mr. 
Yermak on September 1, 2019, in connection with Vice President 
Pence's visit to Warsaw and a meeting with President Zelensky. 
That's the clarification. That's their star witness who they built 
their case around. So-and-so tells so-and-so what somebody said to 
someone else, and there you have it. That's their case. 

They forget the four key facts. They forget the fact that we have 
the call transcript and there was no quid pro quo. They forget the 
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fact that two guys on the call-President Trump and President 
Zelensky-have said repeatedly there was no pressure, no linkage, 
no pushing. They forget the fact that Ukraine didn't even know aid 
was held at the time of the call, and they forget the fact, most im­
portant, they did nothing to get the aid released, no announcement 
of any type of investigation whatsoever. 

They forget all that, those key facts, and they build their case 
around the guy who had to clarify his testimony with that amazing 
sentence. Mr. Goldman, Mr. Goldman, the Democrats-did the 
Democrats publish phone records of the President's attorney? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Mr. Giuliani, yes. 
Mr. JORDAN. Did the Democrats publish phone records of a mem­

ber of the press? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, who was also involved in the--
Mr. JORDAN. Did the Democrats publish phone records of a Mem­

ber of Congress? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, who was talking to people involved. 
Mr. JORDAN. Did the Democrats-and did that Member of Con­

gress also happens to be your boss' political opponent that those 
foreign records were published of. So the Democrats they run this 
kind of investigation, ignoring the facts, not letting the whistle­
blower come in, and, therefore, not letting us know if we've talked 
to the more than half a dozen original sources for the whistle­
blower's complaint in the first place, the guy has to file an adden­
dum with that clarification sentence. 

But one thing they did do, one thing they did do in their report, 
is, they published the phone records of the President's personal 
lawyer, the phone records of a member of the press, and the phone 
records of the chairman of the Intelligence Committee's political op­
ponent, Representative Nunes. That's what these guys did. And 
that's their effort to impeach the President of the United States 11 
months before an election. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's time is expired. Mr. Deutch 
is recognized. 

Mr. GoHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent-­
Mr. DEUTCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I'd like 

to focus on the facts surrounding the President's abuse of power. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman-the gentleman will state his 

unanimous consent request. 
Mr. GoHMERT. I'd ask unanimous consent that the report by the 

majority staff of the House Committee on the Judiciary constitu­
tional grounds for Presidential impeachment that talks about trea­
son and bribery be admitted for the record. 

Chairman NADLER. Be what? 
Mr. GoHMERT. Be made part of our record. 
Chairman NADLER. Majority put. Without objection. 
Mr. Deutch. 
Mr. DEUTCH. Thank you. Getting back to the facts surrounding 

the President's abuse of power using the White House meeting as 
leverage for helping his political campaign. Mr. Goldman, President 
Trump offered Ukrainian President Zelensky a meeting in the 
White House, but first he wanted investigations into the Bidens 
and a conspiracy theory about meddling in the 2016 election. You 
testified that the committees found evidence that President Trump 
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worked to exchange official actions for personal benefit, and I want 
to talk about that. 

On May 23rd, 2019, a delegation of officials return from 
Zelensky's inauguration, and they briefed the President. In that 
briefing, President Trump directed government officials to work 
with his personal lawyer, Rudy Giuliani. Isn't that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. DEUTCH. And Trump's hand-picked Ukraine operator, Gor­

don Sondland, testified that they faced a choice: either work with 
Giuliani or abandon the goal of a White House meeting. What 
choice did they make, Mr. Goldman? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. They decided to work with Mr. Giuliani. 
Mr. DEUTCH. Right. And 6 days later, on May 29th, President 

Trump sent the new Ukrainian president a letter that said Amer­
ica stood with Ukraine and invited President Zelensky to visit the 
White House. Isn't that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. That was the second time that he invited 
him to the White House. 

Mr. DEUTCH. So at this point, the Ukrainian President expected 
that meeting. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Mr. DEUTCH. But then they learn that they have got to do some­

thing more for the President. Sondland testified that there was a 
prerequisite of investigations. Isn't that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. DEUTCH. And NSC staffer Lieutenant Colonel Vindman testi­

fied that Sondland told the Ukrainians in a July 10 meeting that 
investigation of the Bidens was a deliverable, necessary to get that 
meeting. Isn't that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And if I could just take a second to correct 
what Mr. Castor said about that meeting, there really is no incon­
sistent statements about whether or not Ambassador Sondland 
raised the issue of investigations in connection to the White House. 
Even Ambassador Volker, in his public testimony, was forced to 
admit that he did hear that and he said it was inappropriate. 

Mr. DEUTCH. And, in fact, on July 19, Sondland told President 
Zelensky directly that President Trump wanted to hear a commit­
ment to the investigations on the July 25 call, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. DEUTCH. That same day, Sondland updated senior-multiple 

Trump administration officials that Zelensky was, quote, "prepared 
to receive POTUS' call and would offer assurances about the inves­
tigations." Isn't that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. DEUTCH. And on that same day, State Department official 

Volker had breakfast with Rudy Giuliani, and he reported to 
Sondland by text message, most important is for Zelensky to say 
he will help investigations, right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And address any specific personnel issues. 
Mr. DEUTCH. Right. And later that day, after Giuliani spoke with 

Yermak, evidence suggested Giuliani gave a green light to that 
July 25 call. Then on the morning of the call, Volker texted 
Zelensky aide Yermak, and that text to his aide said, and I quote, 
"heard from White House, assuming President Z convinces Trump 
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he will investigate, get to the bottom of what happened in 2016, we 
will nail down a visit"-"a date for visit to Washington." And the 
transcript released by President Trump shows Trump requested in­
vestigations and Zelensky agrees. Isn't that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And that text message was actually a direc­
tion, a message relayed from President Trump himself. 

Mr. DEUTCH. And then after the July 25 call, members of the ad­
ministration continued to follow up with the Ukrainian counter­
parts to prepare for the announcement of investigations. Sondland 
texted Volker about efforts to schedule a White House visit, noting 
that POTUS really wants the deliverable. And that was just one 
of many messages during a flurry of follow-up activity. There were 
meetings and calls and texts on July 26 and July 27 and August 
2, 4, 5, 7, 8, and 9, August 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, Mr. Goldman, August 
16, 17, and August 19. Isn't that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, including to Secretary Pompeo as well. 
Mr. DEUTCH. Here's the point. These are our government officials 

who work for us. Instead, they were working hard to help the 
President advance his personal political interests. Isn't that what 
you found, Mr. Goldman? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. DEUTCH. This isn't a close call. We have a Ukrainian Presi­

dent at war with Russia, desperate for a White House meeting. The 
President promised a White House meeting, but then he blocked 
the Oval Office. He blocked it and said I need a favor. Not a favor 
to help America; a favor to help me get re-elected. 

Our Framers feared one day we would face a moment like this. 
They gave us an impeachment-they gave us impeachment as a 
safety valve not to punish the President, but to defend our elections 
and our Constitution, and that's what we must do. 

I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Buck. 
Mr. BUCK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Castor, I want to di­

rect your attention to page 3 of the telephone call dated July 25 
between President Trump and President Zelensky. 

On page 3, President Trump states, I would like you to do us a 
favor, though, because our country has been through a lot and 
Ukraine knows a lot about it. I would like you to find out what 
happened with this whole situation with Ukraine. Later he said, I 
would like to have the Attorney General call you or your people, 
and I would like you to get to the bottom of it. 

The majority report on page 13 says, the U.S. intelligence com­
munity had unanimously determined that Russia, not Ukraine, 
interfered in the 2016 election to help the candidacy of President 
Trump. 

Mr. Castor, there appears to be a conflict there. President Trump 
is asking the Ukraine to investigate something. The majority has 
decided that it's an i1legitimate request, because there was no in­
terference in an election by the Ukraine. 

Is that how you read this? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BucK. And the press release from the majority on their re­

port says, as part of this scheme, President Trump acting in his of-
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ficjal capacity and using hjs position of public trust, personally and 
directly requested that the President of Ukraine-that the govern­
ment of Ukraine publicly announce investigations into subsection 
2, a baseless theory promoted by Russia, alleging that Ukraine, 
rather than Russia, interfered in the 2016 U.S. election. Is that 
true? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BucK. And Mr. Castor, I want to ask you something. Have 

you seen this article from Politico, dated January 11, 2017? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes, I have. 
Mr. BUCK. And the title of that article is Ukrainian "Efforts to 

Sabotage Trump Backfire." Is that correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BucK. I want to read you the second paragraph. 
Ukrainian government officials tried to help Hillary Clinton and 

undermine Trump by publicly questioning his fitness for office. 
They also disseminated documents implicating a top Trump aide in 
corruption and suggested they were investigating the matter, only 
to back away after the election, and they helped Clinton's allies re­
search damaging information on Trump and his advisers, a Politico 
investigation found. 

Isn't it true that President Trump had a legitimate reason to re­
quest help from the Ukraine about the 2016 election? And I'm not 
suggesting for a minute that Russia didn't interfere. Of course they 
interfered. But the Ukraine officials tried to influence the election? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BUCK. Let's move on to Ambassador Sondland. 
I only have 10 fingers and 10 toes, so I can't count above 20, Mr. 

Castor. But do you know how many times Ambassador Sondland 
said that he did not know, did not recall, had no recollection, had 
limited memory, or failed to remember something in his October 17 
testimony? Do you know how many times? 325. Does that surprise 
you? 325. 

Mr. CASTOR. It's a big number. 
Mr. BUCK. And then he files a clarifying statement and he clari­

fies a few things, I guess. 
But did you have any-did you have any contact with Ambas­

sador Sondland between the time of his deposition and the time of 
his clarifying statement? 

Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. BucK. Did the majority? 
Mr. CASTOR. I have no idea. 
Mr. BucK. You have no idea? So they may have had influence 

on his testimony? 
Mr. CASTOR. No idea. 
Mr. BucK. And that would be evidence of bias; that would be evi­

dence of credibility; that would be evidence that we should take 
into account before. But we'll never know, will we? Because the 
majority counsel has a right to assert a privilege as to information 
that's relevant to this committee's decision. The majority counsel 
has a right to assert a privilege in any communications he has with 
the Chairman Adam Schiff, doesn't he? 

Mr. CASTOR. Um--
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Mr. BUCK. As does minority counsel. That's a privilege that we've 
reserved here in Congress, isn't it? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah. 
Mr. BUCK. And the same thing is true of FOIA The Freedom of 

Information Act does not apply to memos the majority counsel 
writes. Isn't that true? 

Mr. CASTOR. Correct. 
Mr. BucK. So we've demanded that that of the executive branch, 

but we've allowed ourselves not to be part of FOIA, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Correct. 
Mr. BUCK. Okay. So the majority has a privilege, the President 

also has a privilege. It's called executive privilege. He can meet 
with the Secretary of State, and that's a privileged conversation. 
He can meet with the Secretary of Defense; that's privileged con­
versation. He could meet with the Secretary of Energy; that's a 
privileged conversation. 

Now, when the majority has subpoenaed those witnesses, and 
the President has refused to produce those witnesses or relevant 
documents, or what they consider relevant documents, they are 
charging him with an article of impeachment for obstruction. In 
fact, their report says, the President obstructed the impeachment 
inquiry by instructing witnesses to ignore subpoenas. 

Why? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's time has expired. 
Ms. Bass. 
Ms. BASS. Mr. Goldman, I want to pick up on the President using 

the powers of his office, in this case in a meeting at the White 
House, to pressure a foreign country to investigate his political 
rival. 

Now that you've had time to step back from the investigation, is 
there any doubt that the President did, in fact, use a White House 
visit to pressure President Zelensky to announce investigations of 
his political rival to benefit his reelection campaign? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I will answer that question in a minute, but I 
would like just to comment to Mr. Buck that the majority staff, no 
one had any contact with Ambassador Sondland after his deposi­
tion. 

But the answer to your question is yes, Ms. Bass. 
Ms. BASS. My colleague Mr. Deutch mostly focused on the period 

prior to the July 25 call. I'd like to focus on the period after. 
Following the call, did President Zelensky come to the White 

House for a meeting? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. No. He's never come to the White House. And sev­

eral witnesses, multiple witnesses, said that there's a huge distinc­
tion between a White House meeting and a meeting on the side­
lines of the U.N. General Assembly where they did meet on Sep­
tember 25. 

Ms. BASS. So has a White House meeting been scheduled? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. No. 
Ms. BASS. So did the President and his associates essentially con­

tinue to withhold the White House meeting? And if so, why did 
they do that? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, the evidence found that the White House 
meeting was conditioned on the announcement of these investiga-
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tions. And so once in mid-August when the Ukrainians, Mr. 
Yermak and President Zelensky, decided that they were not going 
to issue that statement that Rudy Giuliani wanted to include 
Burisma in the 2016 elections, there was no White House meeting. 

It soon became clear to them that the security assistance was 
also at risk, and that took on a renewed importance for them. 

Ms. BASS. Well, following the 25th call, the July 25 call, Ambas­
sadors Sondland and Volker worked closely with Mr. Giuliani and 
the Ukrainians to help draft a statement that the President could 
meet President Zelensky. Wasn't that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, and the report states that they worked close­
ly, and then there were also phone calls with the White House 
around the same time that they were working closely. 

Ms. BASS. Do you know what that statement was supposed to 
say, according to Mr. Giuliani and the U.S. officials? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, the key difference is that it had to include 
that Ukraine would do the investigations of Burisma, which 
equaled Eiden investigation and the 2016 Ukraine interference. 

Ms. BASS. But was there concern about doing the investigations 
or what? Were they just supposed to make a statement about it, 
what? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Ambassador Sondland very clearly testified that 
all he ever heard Mr. Giuliani or anyone say is that they only need­
ed the public announcement of the investigations. 

Ms. BASS. And so did the committee find that without that public 
statement that there would be no White House meeting? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Ms. BASS. So I was struck by how clear the evidence seems to 

be on this point, and I'd like to play another example. 
[Video shown.] 
Ms. BASS. Mr. Goldman, did the investigative committees find 

that Mr. Giuliani played a role in the White House visit being con­
ditioned on investigations? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The evidence showed that Mr. Giuliani not only 
played a role, but that he was essentially the President's agent. He 
was acting on behalf of the President, expressing the President's 
wishes, desires, and--

Ms. BASS. So what evidence did the committee find that corrobo­
rated the quote "everyone was in the loop"? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, Ambassador Sondland produced for his pub­
lic testimony-and I think it's very important in light of the testi­
mony from Mr. Castor a minute ago with Mr. Buck as to how many 
times that Mr. Sondland did not remember in his deposition, be­
cause we agree, it was egregious. 

But the advantage of doing closed depositions is that Mr. 
Sondland could not match up his testimony. So as other witnesses 
came in, then he realized that he had to actually admit to more 
and more stuff. So he did admit to an email that included Sec­
retary Pompeo, Mulvaney--

Ms. BASS. I do want to make a point before my time goes out. 
We have to think about what is going on today. So President 

Zelensky is meeting with Putin today. And because of President 
Trump's actions, Zelensky is in a weakened position to negotiate 
with the leader of the Nation that invaded his country. 
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If our military assistance had been provided as Congress ordered 
it and the White House meeting, President Zelensky would be 
meeting with Putin from a position of strength. 

If you want the support that-what we have to realize, that the 
message that this sends to our allies and to our standing in the 
world-if you want the support of the United States, be prepared 
to help with President Trump's reelection. President Trump's abuse 
of power has injured our Nation. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back. 
Mr. Ratcliffe. 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. Thank the Chairman. 
The 299-page Democratic majority report mentions the intel­

ligence community Inspector General Michael Atkinson on pages 
26, 33, 138, 140, and 143. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. you were present for the October 4, 2019, tran­
scribed interview of the Inspector General Michael Atkinson, cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. On pages 53 to 73 of that transcribed interview, 

the Inspector General's testimony confirms the following: That the 
whistleblower made statements to the Inspector General under 
penalty of perjury that were not true and correct; that the whistle­
blower first made statements in writing under penalty of perjury 
that were not true and correct. The whistleblower then made state­
ments under penalty of perjury that were not true and correct in 
his or her verbal responses to the Inspector General's investigative 
team. 

Because of the whistleblower's statements in writing and ver­
bally to the Inspector General that were neither true, correct, or 
accurate, pages 53 to 73 of that sworn testimony revealed that the 
Inspector General was not able to answer any questions, none, 
from me about the whistleblower's contact or communication with 
Chairman Schiffs staff of which Mr. Goldman is a member. 

Mr. CASTOR. do you remember anywhere in this 299-page report 
that makes reference to the fact that when the whistleblower start­
ed this inquiry, he or she did so by making statements under pen­
alty of perjury that were neither true or correct in writing and then 
did so again verbally? 

Mr. CASTOR. I don't remember that. 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. After the Inspector General testified on October 

4, and after media reports revealed that the whistleblower and 
Chairman Schiff did not disclose their prior contacts or communica­
tions with one another, the whistleblower contacted the Inspector 
General to explain why he or she made statements under penalty 
of perjury in writing and verbally that were not true, correct, and 
accurate. 

Mr. CASTOR. is that communication from the whistleblower­
from the whistleblower to the Inspector General to explain prior in­
consistent statements reflected anywhere in the 299-page report? 

Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. On October 2, Chairman Schiff's spokesman, Pat­

rick Boland, acknowledged publicly that the outlines of the whistle­
blower's accusations against the President had been disclosed to 
the House Intelligence staff and shared with Chairman Schiff. 
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Mr. CASTOR. is that disclosure and Mr. Boland's admission of 
that disclosure anywhere in this report? 

Mr. CASTOR. I don't remember seeing it. 
Mr. RATCLIFFE. It's not. 
I think all Members of Congress should be held accountable dur­

ing this impeachment process, and to that end, if I have made any 
false statements about the whistleblower or the Inspector General's 
testimony today, then I should be held accountable. The way to do 
that would be to release the Inspector General's testimony or even 
just pages 53 to 73. 

I would add that there's nothing in those pages that would in 
any way identify or place at risk the whistleblower's identity, nor 
would it reveal any information that in any way relates to, much 
less jeopardizes, national security. 

Look, maybe there's a believable explanation for why the whistle­
blower made statements that weren't true or accurate about his 
contact or her contact with Chairman Schiff in writing and then 
again verbally. 

Maybe there's a good explanation for why the words Congress or 
congressional committee was confusing or not clear to the whistle­
blower. 

Maybe there's a good explanation for why the whistleblower also 
misled the Inspector General in writing on August 12 by stating, 
I reserve the option to exercise my legal right to contact the com­
mittee directly, when the whistleblower had, in fact, already con­
tacted Chairman Schiffs committee 2 weeks before he or she wrote 
that. 

Maybe there's a believable reason why Chairman Schiff was not 
initially truthful about his staffs communications with the whistle­
blower. 

Maybe there's a good reason that explains all of these statements 
in writing and verbally that just weren't true and correct. Maybe 
there is. 

But there is no good reason for voting to impeach and remove 
from office an American President without allowing a single ques­
tion to be asked of a single witness to get an explanation for why 
the Inspector General was not told the truth about contacts be­
tween the whistleblower and Chairman Schiff. 

The bottom line is we should all be held accountable, and next 
November, every Member of the House will be asked this question: 
Did you vote to impeach the President without allowing any inves­
tigation into why the whistleblower that started it all did so by 
making statements in writing and verbally under penalty of per­
jury that were not true? Democrats may not care if that question 
ever gets answered, but the voters will. 

I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Richmond. 
Mr. RICHMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I want to start off with facts that you all uncov­

ered through the course of your investigation. I want to pick up 
where my colleagues, Mr. Deutch and Ms. Bass, left off. 

They walked us through how the President used the White 
House visit to apply pressure on Ukraine to do his personal bid-
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ding. I want to talk about how the President did the same thing 
with almost 400 million taxpayer dollars to pressure Ukraine to do 
his personal bidding. 

So I'd like to start with turning back to the July 25 call. It's a 
fact that in the President's own words in the transcript submitted 
by him reveals that after Ukraine asked for military aid, Trump 
says: I would like you to do us a favor, though. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Right after President Zelensky thanks President 
Trump for the military assistance, then President Trump asks for 
a favor. And of course, by this point, President Trump had already 
placed the hold on the security assistance. 

Mr. RICHMOND. Now, my Republican colleagues have suggested 
that the Ukrainians did not even know about the military aid being 
withheld. Is that true? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No. There was significant evidence that even as 
early as July 25, at the time of this call, that Ukrainian officials 
had suspected that the aid was being withheld. And there was a 
New York Times article actually last week that wasn't included in 
our report, but from the former foreign-or deputy foreign minister 
who said that they-that Ukraine, President Zelensky's office re­
ceived a diplomatic cable from the embassy here the week of July 
25 saying that the aid had been held. 

Mr. RICHMOND. Correct. And what I also show you on the screen 
is that it was on July 25 also, the same day of the call, that the 
State Department emailed the Department of Defense noting that 
the Ukrainian Embassy was asking about the withheld military 
aid. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. That's what I was referring to. 
Mr. RICHMOND. I'd like then to-let's go back. There was also dis­

cussion earlier during the minority questioning that Mr. Sandy 
from 0MB said that the reason for the security assistance hold was 
related to the President's concerns about burden sharing with Eu­
rope. Is that consistent with the evidence that you all uncovered? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. So it's a good question because Mr. Sandy did say 
that. But, notably, Mr. Sandy said that he only heard that in early 
September, that that reason was never provided to him or anybody 
else before early September for the first 2 months of the hold. And 
of course, it was given at that point as this the gig was up, so to 
speak. 

Mr. RICHMOND. So that was after everything came out to light? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. It was-he wasn't sure of the timing, but he was 

ultimately told that the reason for the hold after it was lifted was 
for that reason, but that's, you know, I think an after-the-fact ex­
cuse, based on our evidence, because no other witnesses were ever 
told of that reason during the entire time that it was held. 

Mr. RICHMOND. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to enter into the record 
evidence uncovered by the committee from the House Budget and 
Appropriations Committees that documents 0MB placing a hold on 
the Ukrainian security assistance on July 25. 

Chairman NADLER. Without objection. 
[The information follows:] 
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FY 2019 Apportionment 
Agency Footnotes 

Footnotes fQI' A1!R,Qrti<.>11ed Amount$ 

A2 A classified attachment displaying the apportionment of specific classified programs within the amount displayed may be 
included. All documents associated with this apportionment are unclassified except for the Classified Attachment. The 
classified apportionment shall be allotted in full and executed without change. Such apportionment shall remain valid during 
the fiscal year until such time as a reapportionment of such classified apportionment is required. Allotments shall be made 
no later than 30 days after 0MB signs the apportionment or the start of the subsequent calendar month, whichever is later. 

A3 Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1553(b), not to exceed one percent of the total appropriations for this account is apportioned for the 
purpose of paying legitimate obligations related to canceled appropriations. 

A4 Amounts apportioned, but not yet obligated as of the date of this reapportionment, for the Ukraine Security Assistance 
Initiative (Initiative) are not available for obligation until August 5, 2019, to allow for an interagency process to determine the 
best use of such funds. Based on OMB's communication with DOD on July 25, 2019, 0MB understands from the 
Department that this brief pause in obligations will not preclude DOD's timely execution of the final policy direction. DOD 
may continue its planning and casework for the Initiative during this period. 

f"<.>otnotes fo.LBYdgetary R~SQYJ_Ce$ 

81 Funds provided by P. L. 115-245 signed September 28, 2018 appropriated amount of $43,534,193,000; plus section 8048 
$44,000,000; plus section 8118 $16,571,000; plus section 9013 $250,000,000 plus section 9018 $500,000,000 minus 
8024(f) $7,788,000. 

82 Apportioned anticipated budgetary resources, once realized, do not need to be reapportioned unless the amount realized 
exceeds the conditions on the total amount apportioned (0MB Circular A-11 sections 120.49). · 

I-' 
i:.,,:i 
0 
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Footo9,t@ifor_A1mortioo~d.Amounti 

A2 A classified attachment displaying the apportionment of specific classified programs within the amount displayed may be 
included. All documents associated with this apportionment are uhclassified except for the Classified Attachment. The 
classified apportionment shall be allotted in full and executed without change. Such apportionment shall remain valid during 
the fiscal year until such time as a reapportionment of such classified apportionment is required. Allotments shall be made 
no later than 30 days after OM8 signs the apportionment or the start of the subsequent calendar month, whichever is later. 

Al Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1553(b), not to exceed one percent of the total appropriations for this account is apportioned for the 
purpose of paying legitimate obligations related to canceled appropriations. 

A4 Amounts apportioned, but not yet obligated as of the date of this reapportionment, for the· Ukraine Security Assistance 
Initiative (Initiative) are not ~vailable for obligation until August 5, 2019, to allow for an interagency process to determine the 
best use of such funds. Based on OMB's communication with DOD on July 25, 2019, 0MB understands from the 
Department that this brief pause in obligations will not preclude DOD's timely execution of the final policy direction. DOD 
may continue its planning and casework for the Initiative during this period. 

Footnotes for Budgeta!'.! Resources 

B1 Funds provided by P. L. 115-245 signed September 28, 2018 appropriated amount of $43,534,193,000; plus section 8048 
$44,000,000; plus section 8118 $16,571,000; plus section 9013 $250,000,000 plus section 9018 $500,000,000 minus 
8024(f) $7,788,000. 

B2 Apportioned anticipated budgetary resources, once realized, do not need to be reapportioned unless the amount realized 
exceeds the conditions on the total amount apportioned {0MB Circular A-11 sections 120.49). 

I-' 
c.,.:i 
I-' 
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FY 2019 Apportionmei:,it 
Agency Footnotes 

footnote!liOJ' Apportioned Am9~unl$ 

A2 A classified attachment displaying the apportionment of specific classified programs within the amount displayed may be 
included. All documents associated with this apportionment are unclassified except for the Classified Attachment. The 
classified apportionment shall be allotted. in full and executed without change. Such apportionment shall remain valid during 
the fiscal year until such time as a reapportionment of such classified apportionment is required. Allotments shall be made 
no later than 30 days after 0MB signs the apportionment or the start of the subsequent calendar month, whichever is later. 

A3 Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1553(b), not to exceed one percent of the total appropriations for this account is apportioned for the 
purpose of paying legitimate obligations related to canceled appropriations. 

A4 Amounts apportioned, but not yet obligated as of the date of this reapportionment, for the Ukraine Security Assistance 
Initiative (Initiative) are not available for obligation until August 5, 2019, to allow for an interagency process to determine the 
best use of such funds. Based on OMB's communication with DOD on July 25, 2019, 0MB understands from the 
Department that this brief pause in obligations will not preclude DOD's timely execution of the final policy direction. DOD 
may continue its planning and casework for the Initiative during this period. 

Footnotes for Budgetary Resources 

B1 Funds provided by P. L. 115-245 signed September 28, 2018 appropriated amount of $43,534, 193,000; plus section 8048 
$44,000,000; plus section 8118 $16,571,000; plus section 9013 $250,000,000 plus section 9018 $500,000,000 minus 
8024(f) $7,788,000. 

B2 Apportioned anticipated budgetary resources, once realized, do not need to be reapportioned unless the amount realized 
exceeds the conditions on the total amount apportioned (0MB Circular A-11 sections 120.49). 

I-' 
c.,.:, 
1::-:i 



10415
SF 132 APPORTIONMENT SCHEDULE 

FY 2019 Apportionment 
Agency Footnotes 

Footnote_s~for Apportioned Amounts 

A2 A classified attachment displaying the apportionment of specific classified programs within the amount displayed may be 
included. All documents associated with this apportionment are unclassified except for the Classified Attachment. The 
classified apportionment shall be allotted in full and executed without change. Such apportionment shall remain v131id during 
the fiscal year until such time as a reapportionment of such classified apportionment is required. Allotments shall be made 
no later than 30 days after 0MB signs the apportionment or the start of the subsequent calendar month, whichever is later. 

A3 Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1553(b), not to exceed one percent of the total appropriations for this account is apportioned for the 
purpose of paying legitimate obligations related to canceled appropriations. 

A4 Amounts apportioned, but not yet obligated as of the date of this reapportionment, for the Ukraine Security Assistance 
Initiative (Initiative) are not available for obligation until August 5, 2019, to allow for an interagency process to determine the 
best use of such funds. Based on OMB's communication with DOD on July 25, 2019, 0MB understands from the 
Department that this brief pause in obligations will not preclude DOD's timely execution of the final policy direction. DOD 
may continue its planning and casework for the Initiative during this period. 

Footn~tes for Budgetary Resource$. 

B1 Funds provided by P. L. 115-245 signed September 28, 2018 appropriated amount of $43,534, 193,000; plus section 8048 
$44,000,000; plus section 8118 $16,571,000; plus section 9013 $250,000,000 plus section 9018 $500,000,000 minus 
8024(f) $7,788,000. 

82 Apportioned anticipated budgetary resources, once realized, do not need to be reapportioned unless the amount realized 
exceeds the conditions on the total amount apportioned (0MB Circular A-11 sections 120.49), 

I-' 
c,::i 
c,::i 
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Footnotes for Apportioned Amount$ 

A2 A classified attachment displaying the apportionment of specific classified programs within the amount displayed may be 
included. All documents associated with this apportionment are unclassified except for the Classified Attachment. The 
classified apportionment shall be allotted in full and executed without change. Such apportionment shall remain valid during 
the fiscal year until such time as a reapportionment of such classified apportionment is required. Allotments shall be made 
no later than 30 days after 0MB signs the apportionment or the start of the subsequent calendar month, whichever is later. 

A3 Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1553(b}, not to exceed one percent of the total appropriations for this account is apportioned for the 
purpose of paying legitimate obligations related to canceled appropriations. 

A4 Amounts apportioned, but not yet obligated as of the date of this reapportionment, for the Ukraine Security Assistance 
Initiative (Initiative) are not available for obligation until August 5, 2019, to allow for an interagency process to determine the 
best use of such funds. Based on OMB's communication with DOD on July 25, 2019, 0MB understands from the 
Department that this brief pause in obligations will not preclude OOD's timely execution of the final policy direction. DOD 
may continue its planning and casework for the Initiative during this period. 

Foot!':IJ)tes for Budgetarv Resour<;g_li 

B1 Funds provided by P. L. 115-245 signed September 28, 2018 appropriated amount of $43,534,193,000; plus section 8048 
$44,000,000; plus section 8118 $16,571,000; plus section 9013 $250,000,000 plus section 9018 $500,000,000 minus 
8024(f} $7,788,000. 

B2 Apportioned anticipated budgetary resources, once realized, do not need to be reapportioned unless the amount realized 
exceeds the conditions on the total amount apportioned {0MB Circular A-11 sections 120.49). 

.... 
c.,,, 
.i,.. 
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Mr. RICHMOND. So let's review. On July 18, 0MB announced to 
all relevant agencies that the military aid would be withheld from 
Ukraine. On a call with Ukraine on July 25, President Trump says: 
Do us a favor, though, and asks Ukraine to investigate his political 
rival. 

Also on July 25, in the hours following that call, both the 
Ukrainians and the Americans took action specifically related to 
that military aid. The Ukrainians began asking about the status of 
their military aid, and 0MB took its first official action to withhold 
that aid. 

Mr. Goldman, I'm placing on the screen in front of you an email 
from Ambassador Sondland to members of the White House admin­
istration in which Ambassador Sondland says: I would ask 
Zelensky to look him in the eye and tell him that once Ukraine's 
new justice folks are in place, Zelensky should be able to move for­
ward publicly and with confidence on those issues of importance to 
the President and the United States. Hopefully that will break the 
logjam. 

Did the investigative committees uncover any evidence on what 
Ambassador Sondland meant when he suggested that President 
Zelensky would have to move forward publicly on, quote, "issues of 
importance to the President," to receive military aid? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Ambassador Sondland said those were the two in­
vestigations that President Trump mentioned on the July 25 call, 
which Secretary Pompeo, who received that email, listened into. 

Mr. RICHMOND. So the President was concerned about the two in­
vestigations, and note that was the predicate for releasing military 
aid to our ally? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. At the time of that email, yes. 
Mr. RICHMOND. Thank you, and I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
A little earlier Mr. Armstrong had asked a unanimous consent 

request to insert into the record the IG report released today about 
FISA, and I had said we would take it under advisement. We have 
reviewed it, and without objection, it will be entered into the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 
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REDACTED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE 

Office of the Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 

INTEGRITY* 

Review of Four FISA Applications and 
Other Aspects of the FBI's Crossfire 

Hurricane Investigation 

REDACTED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE 
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NOTICE 

This report was originally issued on December 9, 2019. The report was updated on 
December 11 and December 20, 2019, with the following changes (page references are to 
the public version of the report): 

• On pages iv, xvi, 400, and 407, we changed the phrase "before and after" to "both 
during and after the time." In all instances, the phrase appears in connection to the 
time period during which we found that the Crossfire Hurricane team used 
Confidential Human Sources {CHSs) to interact and consensually record 
conversations with Page and Papadopoulos. The corrected information appearing in 
this updated report reflects the accurate information concerning these time periods 
that previously appeared, and still appears, on pages 305 and 313 (e.g., the 
statement on page 305 that "the Crossfire Hurricane team tasked CHSs to interact 
with Page and Papadopoulos both during the time Page and Papadopoulos were 
advisors to the Trump campaign, and after Page and Papadopoulos were no longer 
affiliated with the Trump campaign"). 

• On pages ix, 164, 165, 214, and 364 we removed redactions of certain information 
related to Person 1. We also removed redactions throughout the report related to 
the dates the Carter Page FISA applications were filed and the dates FISA authority 
expired for each application. These changes to previously-redacted text were made 
in response to subsequent decisions made by the Department of Justice and the FBI 
about the classification of the underlying information. See page 14, footnote 24. 

• On pages xi, 242, 368, and 370, we changed the phrase "had no discussion" to "did 
not recall any discussion or mention." On page 242, we also changed the phrase 
"made no mention at all of" to "did not recall any discussion or mention of." On page 
370, we also changed the word "assertion" to "statement," and the words "and 
Person 1 had no discussion at all regarding Wikileaks directly contradicted" to "did 
not recall any discussion or mention of Wikileaks during the telephone call was 
inconsistent with." In all instances, this phrase appears in connection with 
statements that Steele's Primary Sub-source made to the FBI during a January 2017 
interview about information he provided to Steele that appeared in Steele's election 
reports. The corrected information appearing in this updated report reflects the 
accurate characterization of the Primary Sub-source's account to the FBI that 
previously appeared, and still appears, on page 191, stating that "[the Primary Sub­
Source] did not recall any discussion or mention of Wiki[L]eaks." 

• On page 57, we added the specific provision of the United States Code where the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA) is codified, and revised a footnote in order to 
reference prior OIG work examining the Department's enforcement and 
administration of FARA. 

• On page 413, we changed the word, "three" to "second and third." The corrected 
information appearing in this updated report reflects the accurate description of the 
Carter Page FISA applications that did not contain the information the FBI obtained 
from Steele's Primary Sub-source in January 2017 that raised significant questions 
about the reliability of the Steele reporting. This information previously appeared, 
and still appears, accurately on pages xi, xiii, 368, and 372. 
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Background 

The Department of Justice (Department) Office 
of the Inspector General (OlG) undertook this review to 
examine certain actrons by the federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) and the Oeportment during an FBI 
investigation opened on July 31, 2016, known as 
"Crossfire Hurricane," into whether individuals 
associated with the Donald J. Trump for President 
Campaign we.re coordinating 1 wittingly or unwlttin9ly1 

with the Russian government$s efforts to interfere in the 
2016 U.S. presi-denHal election, Our review included 
examining: 

• The decision to open Crossfire Hurricane and four 
individual cases on current and former members 
of the Trump campaign 1 George Papadopoulos, 
Carter Page, Paul Manafort, and Michael Flynn; 
the early investigative steps taken~ and whether 
the openings and early steps compiled with 
Department and f8I policies; 

• The FBrs relationship with Christopher Steele, 
whom the FBI considered to be a confidential 
human source (CHS}; its receipt1 use, and 
eva!uatlon of election reports from Steele; -and its 
decision to close Steele as an FBI CHS; 

• Four FB! applications flied with the Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) in 2016 and 
2017 to conduct Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Act (f!SA) surveillance targeting Carter Page; and 
whether these applications comphed with 
Department and FBr policies and satisfied the 
government's obligations to the FISC; 

• The interactions of Department attorney Bruce 
Ohr with Steele, the FBf, Glenn Simpson of Fusion 
GPS, and the State Department; whether work 
Qhr's spouse performed for Fusion GP$ lmpiicated 
ethical rules applicable to Ohr; and Ohr's 
interactions wlth Department .attorneys regarding 
the Manafort criminal case; and 

• The fllrs use of Undercover Employees (UCEs) 
and CHSs other than Steele in the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation; whether the FBI placed 
any CHSs within the Trump campaign or tasked 
any CHSs to report on the Trump campaign; 
whether the use of CHSs and UCEs complied with 
Department and FBI policies; and the attendance 
of a Crossfire Hurricane supervisory agent at 
counterintelligence briefings given to the 2016 
presidential candidates and certain campaign 
advisors. 
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OIG Methodology 

The 01G examined more than one mimcn 
documents that were [n the Department's and fBr's 
possession and conducted over 170 interviews involving 
more than 100 witnesses. These witnesses included 
former FBI Of rector Com-ey, former Attorney General 
(AG) Loretta Lynch, former Deputy Attorney General 
(DAG) Sally Yates, former DAG Rod Rosenstein, former 
Acting AG and Acting DAG and current FBl Generaf 
Counsel Dana 8oente1 former FBI Deputy Director 
Andrew McCabe, former FBl General Counsel James 
Baker1 and Department attorney Bruce Ohr and his 
wife. The O[G also interviewed Christopher Steele and 
current and former employees of other U5. 
government agencies. Two witnesses, Glenn Simpson 
and Jonathan Winer (a former Department of State 
official), declined our r-equests for voluntary interviews, 
and we were unable to compel thctr testimony. 

We were given broad access to relevant 
materials by the Department and the fBL In additlon 1 

we reviewed relevant information that other U.S. 
government agencies provtded the FBl in the. course of 
the Crossfire Hurrtcane investigation. However, 
because the activities of other agencies .are outside our 
jurisdlct!onr we did not seek to obtain records fr-om 
them that the FBI never received or reviewed, except 
for a limited amount of State Department records 
relating to Steele; we a!so did not seek to assess any 
actEons other agcnCles may have taken, AdditionaUy1 
our review did not independently seek to determine 
whether corroboration exlstQd for the Steele election 
reporting; rather( our rnview was focused on 
information that was available to the FBI concerning 
Steele's reports prior to and during the pendency of the 
Carter Page f!SA authority. 

Our role tn this review was not to second-guess 
discretionary judgments by Department personnel 
about whether to open an investigation, or specific 
judgment calls made during tile course of an 
investigation, where those decis10ns .complied wfth or 
were authorized by Department rules, policies, or 
procedures. We do not criticize particular decisions 
merely because we might have recommendBd a 
different lrwestlgative strategy or tactic bas-e-d on the 
facts learned duilng our investigation. The question we: 
considered was not whether a particular investigative 
decision was ideal or could have been handled more 
effectively, but rather whether the Department and the 
FBI compiled with applicable fe,gal requirements, 
policies, and procedures in taking the actions we 
reviewed or, alternatlve!y, whether the clrcumstances 
surrounding the decision indkat-ed that lt was based on 
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inaccurate or incomplete information, or considerations 
other than the merits of the investigation. If the 
explanations we w-ere given for a particular decision 
were consistent with legal requirements, policies, 
procedures, and not unreasonable, we did not conclude 
that the decision was based on improper considerations 
ln the absence of documentary or testimonial evldence 
to the contrary, 

The Opening of Crossfire Hurricane and 
Four Related Investigations, and Early 
Investigative Steps 

The Open;ng of Crossfire Hurricane and Four Individual 
Cases 

As we describe in Chapter Three, the FBI 
opened Crossfire Hurricane on July 31, 2016, just days 
after its receipt of information from a Friendly foreign 
Government (FFG) reporting that, in May 2016, during 
a meeting with the FFG, then Trump campaign foreign 
policy advisor George Papadopoulos "suggested. the 
Trump team had received some kind of suggestion from 
Russia that it could assist this process with the 
anonymous release of information during the campalgn 
that would be damaging to Mrs. Clinton (and President 
Obama)," The FBI El,;ctronic Communication (EC) 
opening the Cms$fire Hurricane .investigation st~ted 
that, based on the FFG information, "this investigation 
ls being opened to determine whether indivld.ual(s) 
associated with the Trump campaign are witting of 
and/or coordinating activities wlth tl1-e Government of 
Russia." We did not find information in F81 or 
Department ECs, emai!s 1 or other documents, or 
through witness testimony, indicating that any 
information other than the FFG information was relied 
upon to predicate the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, Although not mentioned in the EC, at the 
time, FBI officials 1nvolved in opening the investigation 
had reason to believe that Russia may have been 
connected to the WikiLeaks disclosures that occurred 
earlier ln Juiy 2016, and were. aware of information 
regarding Russia's efforts to interfere with the 2016 
U.S. elections. These officials, though, did not become 
aware of Steele's election reporting until weeks later 
and we therefore determined that Steele1s reports 
played no role in the Crossfire Hurricane opening. 

The FBI assembled a Headquarters-based 
investigative team of special agents, analysts, and 
supervisory special agents {referred to throughout this. 
report as "the Crossfire Hurricane team") who 
conducted an initial analysis of links between Trump 
campaign members and Russia. Based upon this 
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analysis, the Crossfire Hurricane team opened !ndlvld-ual 
cases ln August 2016 on four U,S. persons-· 
Papadopoulos, Carter Page, Paul Manafort, and Michael 
Flynn-all of whom were affiliated with the Trump 
campaign at the time the cases were opened. 

As detailed in Chapter Two, the Attorney 
General's Guidelines for Domestic Operations (AG 
Guidelines) and the F8l's Domestic Investigations 
OperatiOns Guide (DlOG) both require that FBI 
investigations be undertaken for an "authorized 
purpose"-that is, "to detect, obtam information about, 
or prevent or protect against federal crimes or threats 
to the national security or to collect forelgn 
intemgence." Additionally, both the AG Guidelines and 
the DIOG permit the FBI to conduct an tnvestigatlon1 
even if it might lmpact First Amendment or other 
constitutionally protected activity, so !ong as there is 
some legitimate law enforcement purpose associated 
with the investigation. 

In addition to requirlng an authorized purpose, 
FBI investigatlons must have adequate factual 
predication before being initiated. The predication 
requirement is not a legal requirement but rather a 
prudential one imposed by Department and FBI policy, 
The DlOG provides for two types of investigations, 
Preflminary lnvestigations and Full lnvestigabons. A 
Preliminary Investigation may be opened based upon 
"any allegation or information" indicative of possible 
crimtnat activity or threats to the national security. A 
Full Investigation may be opened based upon an 
"artlcu!ab!e factual b.asis" that "reasonably indicates" 
any one of three defined circumstances exists, 
including: 

An activity constltuting a federal crime 
or a threat to the national security has 
or may h.ave occurred, ls or may be 
occurring, or will or may occur and the 
investigation may obtain information 
relating to tl1e activity or the 
involvement or role of an individua! 1 

group, or organization !n such activity. 

In full Investigations such as Crossfire. 
Hurricane, all !awful investigative methods are allowed. 
ln Preliminary Investigations, al! !awful lnvestlgative 
methods (including the use of CHSs and UCEs) are 
permitted except for mail opening, physical searches 
requinng a search warrant1 electronic survelllance 
requiring a judicial order or warrant (Title III wiretap or 
a FISA order), or requests under Title VII of F!SA. An 
investigation opened as a Preliminary Investigation may 
be converted subsequently to a Fun Investigation if 
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information becomes available that meets the 
predication standard. As we describe in the reportt all 
of the investigative actions taken by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team, from the date the case was opened on 
July 31 until October 21 (the date of the first FISA 
order) would have been permitted whether the case 
was opened as a Pre!imlnary or Fu!! Investigation. 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG do not provide 
helghtened predication standards for sensitive matters, 
or allegations potentla!ly impacting constitutionally 
protected activity, such as First Amendment rights. 
Rather1 the approval and notification requirements 
contained in the AG Guidelines and the DIOG are, in 
part, intended to provide the means by which such 
concerns can be considered by senior officials. 
However, we were concerned to find that neither the AG 
Guidelines nor the DIOG contain a provision requiring 
Department -consultation before opening an 
investigation such as the one here involving the alleged 
conduct of individuals associated with a major party 
presldentla! campaign. 

Crossfire Hurricane was opened as a Fu!! 
Investigation and ail of the senior FBI officials who 
participated in discussions about whether to open a 
case told us the information warranted opening it. For 
examplez then Counterintelligence Division (CD} 
Assistant Director (AD) E.W. "Bill" Priestap, who 
approved the case opening, told us that the 
combination of the FFG information and the FBI's 
ongoing cyber intrusion investigation of the July 2016 
hacks of the Democratic National Committee's (DNC) 
emails, created a counterintelligence concern that the 
FBI was "obligated" to investigate. Priestap stated that 
he considered whether the FBI should conduct 
defensive briefings for the Trump campaign but 
ultimately decided that providing such bnefings created 
the nsk that "if someone on the campaign was engaged 
with the Russians, he/she would very likely change 
his/her tactics and/or otherwise seek to cover-up 
his/her activities, thereby preventing us from fmding 
the truth." We did not identify any Department or FBI 
policy that applied to this decision and therefore 
determined that the decision was a judgment call that 
Department and FBI policy leaves to the discretion of 
FBI officials. We also concluded that, under the AG 
Guidelines and the DIOG, the FBI had an authorized 
purpose when it opened Crossfire Hurricane to obtain 
information about, or protect against, a national 
security threat or federal crime, even though the 
investigation also had the potential to impad 
constitutionally protected activity, 
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Additionally, given the low threshold for 
predication in the AG Guidelines and the DIOGr we 
concluded that the FFG infotmation 1 provided by a 
government the United States Inte!llgence Communlty 
(USIC) deems trustworthy, and describing a first-hand 
account from an FFG employee of a conversation with 
Papadopoulos, was sufficient to predicate the 
investigation. This information provided the FBI with an 
articulable factual basis that, if true, reasonably 
indicated activity constituting either a federal crime or a 
threat to national security, or b-oth, may have occurred 
or may be- occurrlng. For slmllar reasons, as we detail 
in Chapter Three, we concluded that the quantum of 
information articulated by the FBI to open the individual 
investigations on Papadopoulos, Page, Flynn, and 
Manafort Jn August 2016 was sufficlent to satisfy the 
low threshold established by the Department and the 
FB!. 

As part of our review, we also sought to 
d.eterm!ne whether there was evfdence that political 
bias or other Improper considerations affected decision 
making in Crossfire Hurricane, including the decision to 
open the investigation. We discussed the issue of 
political bias in a prior OIG report, Review of Various 
Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election, where we 
described text and instant messages between then 
Specia1 Counsel to the Deputy Director Usa Page and 
then Section Chief Peter Strzok: 1 among others, that 
included statements of hostility toward then candidate 
Trump and statements of support for then candidate 
Hillary CHnton, In thls review, we found that, while Usa 
Page attended some of the discussions regarding the 
opening of the inve.stlgat!ons, she did not play a ro!e in 
the decision to open Crossfire Hurricane or the four 
individual cases. We further found that while Strzok 
was directly involved in the decisions to open Crossfire­
Hurricane and the four Individual cases, he was not the 
so!e1 or even the hig!1est-level, decision maker as to 
any of those matters. As noted above, then CO AD 
Prlestap, Strzok's supervisor; was the official who 
ultimately made the decision to open the investigation, 
and evidence reflected that this decision by Priestap 
was reached by consensus after multiple days of 
discussions and meetings that included Strzok and 
other leadership in CD 1 the FB1 Deputy Director, the FBI 
Genera! Counsel, and a FBI Deputy Genera! CounseL 
We concluded that Prlestap's exercise of discretion in 
opening the investigation was in compliance with 
Department and FBI policies, and we did not find 
documentary or testimonial evidence that political bias 
or improper motivation influenced his decislon, We 
similarly found that, while the formal documentation 
opening each of the four individual investigations was 
approved by Strzok (as required by the OIOG), the 
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decisions to do so were reached by a consensus among 
the Crossfire Hurrlcane agents and analysts who 
identified individuals associated with the Trump 
campaign who had recently traveled to Russi.a or had 
other alleged ties ta Russia. Priestap was involved in 
these d-eclsions. We did not find documentary or 
testimonial evidence that political bias or improper 
motivation influenced the decisions to open the four 
lndivldua! investigations. 

Sensitive Investigative Matter Designation 

The Crossfire Hurricane investigation was 
properly designated as a "sensitive investigative 
matter," or SIM, by the FBI because it involved the 
actfVities of a domestic po!ltica! organization or 
!ndividua!s prominent in such an organization. The 
D!OG requires that SIMs be reviewed in advance by the 
FBI Office of the General Counsel (OGC) and approved 
by the appropriate F81 Headquarters operational section 
chief, and that an "appropriate [National Security 
Division} official" receive notification after the case has 
been opened. 

We concluded that the FBI satisfied the DlOG's 
approval and notification requtreme-nts for SlMs. As we 
describe in Chapter Three, the Crossfire Hurricane 
opening was reviewed by -an OGC Unit Chief and 
approved by AD Priestap (two levels above Section 
Chlef}. The team also orally briefed National Security 
Division (NSD) officials within the first few days of the 
investigations being initiated. We were concerned, 
however, that Department and FBI policies do not 
require th-at a senior Department official be notified 
prior to the opening of a particularly sensitlve case such 
as this one, nor do they place any additional 
requirements for SIMs beyond the approval and 
notification requirements at the time of opening, and 
therefore we include a recommendation to address this 
issue. 

Early Investigative Steps and Adherence to the Least 
Intrusive Method 

The AG Guidelines and the DlOG require that 
the "!east Intrusive" means or method be "considered" 
when sefectlng investigative techniques and, "if 
reasonable based upon the circumstances of the 
fnvestigation," be used to obtain information instead of 
a more intrusive method. The DIOG states that the 
degree of procedural protection the law and Department 
and FBI policy provide for the use of a particular 
investigative method helps to determine its 
intrusiveness. As described in Chapter Three, 
immediately a~er opening the investigation, the 
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Crossfire Hurricane team submitted name trace 
requests to other U.S. government agencies and a 
foreign intelligence agency 1 and conducted law 
enforcement database and open source searches:, to 
identify individuals associated with the Trump campaign 
m a position to have received the alleged offer of 
assistance from Russia. The FBI also sent Strzok and a 
Supervisory Special Agent {SSA) abroad to interview 
the source of the information the FBI received from the 
FFG, and also searched the FB!'s database of CHSs to 
identify sources who potentially could provide 
information about connections between individuals 
associated wtth the Trump campaign and Russia, Each 
of these steps is authorized under the DlOG and was a 
less intrusive Investigative technique. 

Th-er-eafter1 the Crossfire Hurricane team used 
more intrusive techniques, including CHSs to interact 
and consensually record multiple conversations with 
Page and Papadopoulos, both during and after the time 
they were working for the Trump campaign, as well as 
on one occasion with a hlgh-teve! Trump campaign 
official who was not a subject of the investigation. We 
found that, under Department and FBI policy, although 
this CHS ac:tivlty implicated First Amendment protected 
actlvfty, the operations were permitted because their 
use was not for the sole purpose of monitoring activities 
protected by the First Amendment or the !awful exercise 
of other rights secured by the Constitution or laws of 
the United States. Additiona!ly 1 we found that under 
FB! policy, the use of a CHS to conduct consensual 
monitoring Is a matter of investtgatlve judgment that1 

absent certam clrci..u11stances1 can be authorized by a 
first-line supervisor (an SSA). We determined that the 
CHS operations conducted during Crossfire Hurrlcane 
received the necessary FBl approvals and that, while 
AD -Prlestap knew about and approved of all of the 
operations, review beyond a first-level f8I supervisor 
was not required by Department or FBI policy. 

We found it concerning that Department and 
FBI policy did not require the FBI to consult with any 
Department official in advance of conducting CHS 
operations involving advisors to a major party 
candidate's presidential campaign, and we found no 
evidence that the FBI consulted with any Department 
officials before conducting these CHS operations, As we 
describe in Chapter Two 1 consultation, at a mfntmum, Is 
required by Department and FBI policies in numerous 
other sensitive circumstanc-es, and we include a 
recommendation to address this issue. 

Shortly after opening the Carter Page 
investigation in August 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane 
team discussed the possible use of FISA-autho.ri2ed 
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electronic surveillance targeting Page, which is among 
the most sensitive and intrusive investigative 
techniques. As we describe in Chapter Five, the FBI 
ultimately did not seek a f!SA order at that time 
because OGC, NSD's Office of Intelligence (Ol), or both 
determined that more information was needed to 
support probable cause that Page was an agent of a 
foreign power, However, immediately after the 
Crossfire Hurricane team received Steele's el-ection 
reporting on September 19, the team reinibated their 
discussions with 01 and their efforts to obtain F!SA 
survemance authority for Page, which they received 
from the FISC on October 21. 

The decision to seek to use this highly intrusive 
investigative technique was known and approved at 
multiple levels of the Department, including by then 
DAG Yates for the initial FISA application and first 
renewal, and by then Acting Attorney General 6oente 
and then DAG Rosenstein for the second and third 
renewals, respectively. However, as we explain later, 
the Crossfire Hurricane team failed to inform 
Department officials of slgniflcant information that was 
available to the team at the time that the FISA 
applications were drafted and filed. Much of that 
information was inconsistent with, or undercut the 
assertions contained Jn the FISA applications that were 
used to support probable cause and, in some instances, 
resulted ln inaccurate information being induded in the 
applications. While we do not speculate whether 
Department officials would have authorized the FBI to 
seek to use F!SA authority had they been made aware 
of al! relevant information, it was dearly the 
responsibility of Crossfire Hurricane team members to 
advlse them of such critical information so that they 
could make a funy informed decision. 

The FBI's Relationship with Christopher 
Steele, and Its Receipt and Evaluation of 
His Election Reporting before the First 
FISA Application 

As we describe in Cha 
former lnte!ll ence officer 

who, in 2009( 
formed a consultfng firm specializing in corporate 
intelligence and investigative services. In 2010, Steele 
was introduced by Ohr to an FBI agent, and for several 
years provided information to the FBI about various 
matters, such as corruption in the International 
Federation of Association Football (FlFA). Steele also 
provided the FBI agent with reporting about Russian 
otigarchs, 
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ln 2013, the FBI completed the paperwork 
allowing the FBI to designate Steele as a CHS. 
However, as described in Chapter Four, we found that 
the FBI and Steele held significantly differing views 
about the nature of their relationship. Steele's handling 
agent vtewed Steele as a former intelligence officer 
colleague and FBI CHS, with obligations to the FBI. 
Stee!e1 on the other hand, told us that he was a 
businessperson whose firm (not Steele) had a 
contractual agreement with the FBI and whose 
obligations were to his paying clients, not the FBL We 
conducted that this disagreement affected the FSI's 
control over Steele d-ur\n-g the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, led to divergent expectations about 
Steele's conduct in connection with his election 
reporting, and ultimately resulted in the FBI formally 
closing Steele as a CHS in November 2016 (although, 
as discussed below, the. fBl continued its relationship 
with Steele through Ohr), 

In June 20161 Steele and his consulting firm 
were hired by Fusion GPS 1 a Washington, D.C., 
investlgat!ve firm, to 0-btaln information about whether 
Russia was trying to achieve a particular outcome in the 
2016 U.S. elections, what persona! -and business ties 
then candidate Trump had in Russia, and whether there 
were any t!es between the Russian government and 
Trump or his campaign, Steele's work for Fusion GPS 
resulted ln his producing numerous election~re!ated 
reports, which have been referred to collectively as the 
"Steele Dossier." Steele himself was not the originating 
source of any of the factual information in his reporting. 
Steele instead relied on a Primary Sub~source: for 
lnf.ormat!onr who used his/her network of sub-sources 
to gather information that was then passed to Steele. 
With Fuston GPS's authorization 1 Steele directly 
provided more than a dozen of his reports to the FBI 
between July and October 2016, and several others to 
the FBI through Ohr and other third pa,ties. The 
Crossfire Hurricane team rece1ved the first slx election 
reports on September 191 2016-more than two months 
after Steele first gave his handling agent two of the six 
reports. We describe the reasons it took two months 
for the reports to reach the team in Chapter Four. 

FBrs Efforts to Evaluate the Steele Reporting 

Steele's handling agent told us that when Steele 
provided him with the first election reports in July 2016 
and described his engagement with fusion GPS, it was 
obvious to him that the request for the research was 
politically mobvated. The supervisory intelligence 
analyst who supervised the analytical efforts far the 
Crossfire Hurricane team (Supervisory Intel Analyst) 
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explained that he also was aware of the potential for 
political influences on the Steele reporting. 

The tact that the FB! believed Steele had been 
retained to conduct political opposition research did not 
require the fBI 1 under either DOJ or FBI policy, to 
ignore his reporting. The FBI regularly receives 
information from lndlvldua!s with potentially significant 
biases and motivations, including drug traffickers, 
convicted felons, and even terrorists. The FBI is not 
required to set aside such information; rather1 FBI 
policy requires that it cr!tica!ly assess the information. 
We found that after receiving Steele's reporting, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team began those efforts in earnest. 

We determined that the FB!'s decision to 
receive Steele's information for Crossfire Hurricane was 
based on multiple factors, including: ( 1 St-eel e's prior 
work as an intem ence rofessiona! for 

; (2) 
his expertise on Russia; {3) his record as an FBI CHS; 
(4) the assessment of Steele's handling agent that 
Steele was reliable and had provided helpful information 
to the FBI in the past; and (5) the themes of Steele's 
reporting were consistent with the FB1's knowledge at 
the time of Russian efforts to interfere in the 2016 U.S. 
elections. 

However, as we describe later, as the FBI 
obtained additional information raising significant 
questions about the reliability of the Steele election 
reporting, the FBf failed to reassess the Steele reporting 
relied upon in the FISA applications, and did not fully 
advise NSD or 01 officials. We also found that the FBl 
did not aggressively seek to obtain certain potentla!!y 
important information from Steele. For example, the 
FBI did not press Steele for information about the actual 
funding source for his election reporting work. Agents 
also did not question Steele about his role in a 
September 23, 2016 Yahoo News article entitled, "U.S. 
intef officials probe ties between Trump advisor and 
Kremlin/ that described efforts by U.S. intelligence to 
determine whether Carter Page had opened 
communication channels with Kremlin officials. As we 
discuss ln Chapters Five and Eight, the FBI assessed in 
the Carter Page F[SA applications, without any support, 
that Steele had not "directly provided" the information 
to Yahoo News. 

The First Application for FlSA Authority 
on Carter Page 

At the request of the FBI, the Department filed 
four applications with the FISC seeking FISA authority 
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targeting Carter Page: the first application on October 
21, 2016, and three renewal applications on January 
12, April 7, and lune 29, 2017. A different F!SC judge 
considered each application and issued the requested 
orders, collectively resulting ln approximately 11 
months of FlSA coverage targeting Carter Page from 
October 21, 2016, to September 22, 2017. We discuss 
tt1e first FISA application in this section and in Chapter 
Five. 

Decision to Seek FISA Authority 

We determined that the Crossfire Hurrtcane 
team's receipt of Steele's election reporting on 
September 19, 2016 played a central and essential role 
in the FBI's and Department's decision to seek the HSA 
ord-er. As noted abover when the team first sought to 
pursue a f!SA order for Page in August 2016, a decision 
was made by OGC, OI 1 or both that more information 
was needed to support a probabfe cause finding that 
Page was an agent of a foreign power. As a result, FBI 
OGC ceased discussions with or about a Page FISA 
order at that time. 

On September 19, 2016, the same day that the 
Crossfire Hurrican€ team first received Steele's election 
reporting, the team contacted FBI OGC again about 
see-king a fISA order for Page and specifically focused 
on Steele's reporting m drafting the FlSA request. Two 
days later, on September 21, the FBI OGC Unit Chief 
contacted the NSD O! Unit Chief to advise him that the 
FBI believed it was ready to submit a formal FISA 
request to OI re!attng to Page. Almost immediately 
thereafter, Ol assigned an attorney (Ol Attorney) to 
begin preparation of the app!lcation, 

Although the team also was interested in 
seeking FISA surveillance targeting Papadopoulos, the 
FBI OGC attorneys were not supportive. FBJ and NSD 
officials told us that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
ultimately did not seek FISA surveillance of 
Papadopoulos, and we are aware of no information 
lndicating that the team requested or seriously 
considered FISA surveillance of Manafort or Flynn. 

We did not find documentary or testimonial 
evidence that political bias or improper motivation 
influenced the FBI's decision to seek FISA authority on 
Carter Page. 

Preparation and Review Process 

As we detail in Chapter Two, the FlSC Rules of 
Procedure and FBI policy required that the Carter ?age 
FISA -applications contain al! material facts. Although 
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tl1e FISC Rules do not define or otherwise explain what 
constitutes a "material" fact, FBI policy guidance states 
that a fact is "material" if it ls relevant to ttie court's 
probable cause determination. Additionally, FBI policy 
mandates that the case agent ensure th<1t all factual 
statements in a FISA application are "scrupulously 
accurate." 

On or about September 23, the or Attorney 
began work on the F!SA application. Over the next 
several weeks, the OI Attorney prepared and edited a 
draft application using information principally provided 
by the FBI case agent assigned to the Carter Page 
investigation at the time and, in a few instances, by an 
OGC attorney (OGC Attorney) or other Crossfire 
Hurricane team members. The drafting process 
culminated in an application that asserted that the 
Russian government was attemptrng to undermine and 
influence the upcoming U, S. presidential election, and 
that the FBI believed Carter Page was acting in 
conJuncUon with the Russians in thos~ efforts, The 
apptication's statement of facts supporting probable 
cause to believe that Page was an agent of Russla was 
broken down into five maln elements: 

The efforts of Russian Intelligence Services (Rl5) 
to influence the upcoming U.S. presidential 
election; 

The Russian government's attempted 
coordination with members of the Trump 
campaign, based on the FFG information 
reporting the suggestion of assistance from the 
Russians to someone associated with the Trump 
campaign; 

Page's historical connections to Russia and RIS; 

Page's aUeged coordination with the Russian 
government on 2016 V.S. presidential election 
activities 1 based on Steele's reportingi .and 

Page's statements to an FBI CHS in October 
2016 that that he had an "open checkbook" from 
certain Russians to fund a think tank project. 

In addition, the statement of facts described 
Page's denials of coordination with the Russian 
government, .as reported in two news articles and 
asserted by Page in a September 25 letter to then FBI 
Director Corney, 

The application -received the necessary 
Department approvals and certifications as required by 
law. As we fully describe in Chapter Five1 this 
appilcation received more attention and scrutiny than a 
typical FISA application in terms of the additional layers 
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of review and number of high-level officials who read 
the application before it was signed, These officials 
included NSD's Acting Assistant Attorney General, 
NSD's Deputy Assistant Attorney General with oversight 
-over OI, OI's Operations Section Chief and Deputy 
Section Chief, the DAG, Principal Associate Deputy 
Attorney General, and the Associate Deputy Attorney 
General responsible for ODAG's national security 
portfolio. However, as we explain below, the 
Department decision makers who supported and 
approved the application were not given all relevant 
information. 

Role of Steele Election Reporting in the First Application 

ln support of the fourth element in the F!SA 
application-Carter Page's alleged coordination with the 
Russian government on 2016 U$. presidential election 
activities-the application retied entirely on the following 
information from Steele Reports 80, 94, 951 and 102: 

Compromising information about Hillary Clinton 
had been compiled for many years, was 
controlled by the Kremlin, and had been fed by 
the Kremlin to the Trump campaign for an 
extended period of time (Report 80); 

During a July 2016 trip to Moscow, Page met 
secretly with Igor Sechin, Chairman of Russian 
energy conglomerate Rosneft and dose -associate 
of Putin, to discuss future cooperation and the 
lifting of Ukraine-related sanctions against 
Russia; and with Igor Oivyekin, a highly-placed 
Russian officla!, to discuss sharing with the 
Trump campaign derogatory information about 
Clinton (Report 94); 

Page was an intermediary between Russia and 
the Trump campaign's then manager (Manafort) 
in a "well-developed conspiracy'' of cooperation, 
which led to Russia's disclosure of hacked DNC 
emails to Wikileaks in exchange for the Trump 
campaign's agreement to sideline Russlan 
intervention in Ukraine as a campaign issue 
(Report 95); and 

Russia released the DNC emails to Wikileaks tn 
an attempt to swing voters to Trump, an 
objective conceived and promoted by Page and 
others (Report 102). 

We determined that the FBI's decision to rely 
upon Steele's election reporting to help establish 
probable cause that Page was an agent of Russia was a 
judgment reached initially by the case agents on the 
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Crossfire Hurricane team, We further determined that 
FBI officials at every level concurred with this 
judgment, from the OGC attorneys assigned to the 
investigation to senior CD officials, then General 
Counsel James Baker, then Deputy Director Andrew 
McCabe, and then Director James Corney, FBI 
leadership supported relying on Steele's reporting to 
seek a F!SA order on Page after being advised of1 and 
giving consideration to1 concerns expressed by Stuart 
Evans, then NSD's Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
with oversight responsibility over OI 1 that Steele may 
have been hired by someone associated with 
presidential candidate Ointon or the ONC, and that the 
foreign intelligence to be collected through the F!SA 
order woutd probably not be worth the "risk" of being 
criticized later for collecting communications of 
someone (Carter Page) who was "politically sensitive." 
According to McCabe, the F8l "felt strongly" that the 
FISA application should move forward because the team 
believed they had to get to the bottom of what they 
considered to be a potentially serious threat to national 
security I even if the FBI would later be criticized for 
taking such action. McCabe and others discussed the 
FB!'s position with NSD and OOAG officials, and these 
officials accepted the F8I's decision to move forward 
with the application, based substantially on the Steele 
information. 

We found that the FBI did not have information 
corroborating the specific allegatlons against Carter 
Page ln Steele's reporting when it relied upon his 
reports in the first FISA apphcation or subsequent 
renewal applications. OGC and NSD attorneys told us 
that, while the FB!'s "Woods Procedures" (described ln 
Chapter Two) require that every factual assertion in a 
F!SA application be "verified1 '' when informatlon is 
attrlbuted to a F6I CHS, the Woods Procedures require 
only that the agent verify, with supporting 
documentation1 that the application accurately reflects 
what the CHS told the FBI. The procedures do not 
require that the agent corroboratet through a second, 
independent source, that what the CHS told the F8l is 
true. We did not identify anything in the Woods 
Procedures that is Inconsistent with these officials' 
description of the procedures. 

However1 absent corroboration for the factual 
assertions in the -election reporting, it was particularly 
Important for the FlSA applications to articulate the 
FBI's knowledge of Steele's background and its 
assessment of his rellabHity. On th-ese points, the 
applications advised the court that Steele was believed 
to be a reliable source for three re1:3sons: his 
professional background; his history of work as an FBI 
CHS since 2013; and his prior non~election reportingi 
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which the FBI described as "corroborated and used in 
criminal proceedings." As discussed below 1 the 
representations about Steele's prior reporting were 
overstated and had not been approved by Steele's 
handling agent, as required by the Woods Procedures. 

Due to Evans's persistent lnquiries1 the FISA 
application atso included a footnote, developed by OI 
based on information provided by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team 1 to address Ev ans's concern about the 
potential political bias of Steele's research. The 
footnote stated that Steele was hired by an identified 
U.S. person (Glenn Simpson) to conduct research 
regarding "Candidate #l's" (Donald Trump) ties to 
Russia and that the F81 "speculates" that this U.S. 
person was likely looking for information that could be 
used to discredit the Trump campaign. 

Relevant Information Inaccurately Stated, Omittedr or 
Undocumented in the First Application 

Our review found that FBI personnel fell far 
short of the requirement in FBI policy that they ensure 
that at! factual statements in a FISA application are 
"scrupulously accurate." We identified multiple 
instances in whlch factual assertions relied upon in the 
first FISA application were inaccurate, incomplete, or 
unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon 
information the FBI had in Its possession at the time the 
application was filed, We found that the: problems we 
identified were primarily caused by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team failing to share all relevant information 
with QI and 1 consequently, the information was not 
considered by the Department decision makers who 
ultimately decided to support the applications. 

As more fully described in Chapter Five1 based 
upon the information known to the FBI in October 2016, 
the first application contained the following seven 
significant tnaccuracles and omissions: 

1. Omitted information the FBI had obtained from 
another U.S. government agency detaillng its 
prior relationship with Page, including that Page 
had been approved as an "operational contact" 
for the other agency from 2008 to 2013, and 
that Page had provided Information to the other 
agency concerning his prior contacts with certain 
Russian intet!igence officers, one of which 
overlapped with facts asserted in the FISA 
application; 

2. Included a source characterlzatlon statement 
asserting that Steele's prior reporting had been 
"corroborated and used in criminal proceedings," 
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which overstated the significance of Steele's past 
reporting and was not approved by Steele's 
handling agent, as required by the Woods 
Procedures; 

3, Omitted information relevant to the reliability of 
Person 1, a key Steele sub~source (who was 
attributed with providing the lnformatlon in 
Report 95 and some of the information in 
Reports 80 and 102 relied upon in the 
application}, namely that (1) Steele himself told 
members of the Crossfire Hurrlcan-e team that 
Person 1 was a "boaster" and an "egoist" and 
"may engage in some embellishment" and (2) 
the FBI had opened a counterintelligence 
Investigation on Person 1 a few days before the 
FlSA application was filed; 

4. Asserted that the FBI had assessed that Steele 
did not directly provide to the press information 
in the September 23 Yahoo News article based 
on the premise that Steele had told the FB! that 
he only shared his e!ection~related research with 
the FBI and Fusion GPS, his client; this premise 
was incorrect and contradicted by documentation 
in the Woods FIie-Steeie had told the FBI that 
he a!so gave his information to the State 
Department; 

S. Omitted P.apadopoulos's -consensually monitored 
statements to an FBI CHS in September 2016 
denying that anyone associated wlth the Trump 
campaign was collaborating with Russia or with 
outside groups like Wik!Leaks In the release of 
emails; 

6. Omitted Page's consensually monitored 
statements to an FBI CHS in August 2016 that 
Page had "literal!y never met" or "said one word 
to" Paul Manafort and that Manafort had not 
responded to any of Page's emails; if true, those 
statements were fn tension with claims in Report 
95 that Page was participating in a conspiracy 
with Russia by acting as an intermediary for 
Manafort on behalf of the Trump campaign; and 

7. Included Page's consensually monitored 
statements to an FBI CHS in October 2016 that 
the FBI believed supported its theory that Page 
was an agent of Russia but omltted other 
statements Page made that were inconsistent 
with its theory, including denying having met 
with Sechin and Divyekin, or even knowing who 
Divyekln was; if true, those statements 
contradicted the claims in Report 94 that Page 
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had met secretly with Sechin and Divyekin about 
future cooperation with Russia and shared 
derogatory information about candidate Clinton. 

None of these 1nae-curacies and omissions were 
brought to the attention of 01 before the last F!SA 
application was filed in June 2017. Consequentlyr these 
failures were repeated tn au three renewal applications. 
Further, as we discuss tater, we ldentlfied 10 additional 
signiflc-ant errors In the renewal applications. 

The failure to provide accurate and complete 
informatlon to the 01 Attorney concerning Page's prior 
relationship with another U.S, government agency {ltem 
1 above) was particularly concerning because the OI 
Attorney had specifically asked the case agent in late 
September 2016 whether Carter Page had a current or 
prior relationship with the other .a.gency. In response to 
that inquiry, the case agent advised the Ol Attorney 
that Page's relationship was "dated" (claiming it was 
when Page lived in Moscow in 2004~2007) and "outside 
scope," This representation, however, was contrary to 
information that the other agency had provided to the 
FBI in August 2016, which stated that Page was 
approved as an "operational contact" of the oth-er 
agency from 2008 to 2013 (after Page had left 
Moscow). Moreover, rather than being "outside scope," 
Page's status with the other agency overlapped ln time 
with some of the interactions between Page and known 
Russian intelligence officers that were relied upon in the 
F!SA applications to establish probable cause. Indeed? 
Page had provided lnformation to the other agency 
about his past contacts with a Russian Intelligence 
Officer (Intelligence Officer 1), which were among the 
historical connections to Russian intelligence officers 
that the FBI relied upon in the first FJSA application 
(and subsequent renewal applications). According to 
the information from the other agency, an employee of 
the other agency had assessed that Page "candidly 
described his contact with" Intelligence Officer 1 to the 
other agency. Thus, the FBI relied upon Page's 
contacts with Intelllgence Officer 1, among others, in 
support of its probable cause statement in the F!SA 
application, while failing to disclose to OI or the FlSC 
that ( l) Page had been approved as an opecational 
contact by the other agency during a five-year period 
that overlapped wlth allegations in the FISA application, 
(2) Page had disclosed to the other agency contacts 
that he had with Intelligence Officer 1 and certain other 
individuals, and (3) the other agency's employee had 
glven a positive assessment of Page's candor. 

Further, we were concerned by the FBI's 
inaccurate assertion in the application that Steele's prior 
reporting had been "corroborated and used in criminal 
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proceedings,'' which we were told was primarily a 
reference to Steele's role fn the FIFA corruption 
investigation. We found that the team had specufated 
that Steele's prior reporting had been corroborated and 
used in criminal proceedings without clearing the 
representation with Steele's handling agent, as required 
by the Woods Procedures. According to the handling 
agent, he would not have approved the representation 
in the application because only "some" of Steele's prior 
reporting had been corroborated-most of it had not­
and because Steele's information was never used in a 
criminal proceedlng, We concluded that these failures 
created the inaccurate impression in the applications 
that at least some of Steele's past reporting had been 
deemed sufficiently reliable by prosecutors to use in 
court, and that more of his information had been 
corroborated than was actually the case, 

We found no evidence that the 01 Attorney r 
NSD supervisors, OOAG officials, or Yates were made 
aware of these issues before the first application was 
submitted to the court. Although we also found no 
evidence that Corney had been made aware of these 
issues at the time he certified the application, as 
discussed in our .analysis in Chapter Eleven, multiple 
factors made it -difficult for us to precisely determine the 
extent of FBI leadership's knowledge as to each fact 
that was not shared with QI and not inclu-ded 1 or 
inaccurately stated, in the FISA applications. These 
factors included, among other thlngs, flrnlted 
recollections, the inability to question Comey or refresh 
hls recollection with reievant, classified documentation 
because of his lack of a security clearance, -and the 
absence of meeting minutes that would show the 
specific details shared with Corney and McCabe during 
briefings they received, beyond the more genera! 
tnvestlgatlve updates that we know they were provided, 

FBI Activities After the First FISA 
Application and FBI Efforts to Assess 
Steele's Election Reporting 

on October 31, 2016, shortly after the first FISA 
appHcation was signed, an article entitled "A Veteran 
Spy Has Given the FBJ Information Alleging a Russian 
Operatlon to Cultivate Donald Trump," was published by 
Mother Jones, Steele admitted to the FBI that he was -a 
source for the article, and the FBI dosed him as a CHS 
for cause in November 2016. However, as we describe 
below, desplte having been closed for cause, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team continued to obtain 
information from Steele through Ohr, who met with the 
FBI on 13 occasions to pass along information he had 
been provided by Steele. 
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rn Chapter Six, we describe the events that 
followed Steele's closing as a CHS, including the FB!'s 
receipt of information from several third p.arties who 
had acquired copies of the Steele election reports1 use 
of information from the Steele reports in an fnteragency 
assessment of Russian interference in the U.S. 2016 
e!ectlons1 and continuing efforts to learn about Steele 
and hls source network and to verify information from 
the reports following Steele's closure. 

Starting in December 2016, FBl staff 
participated in an !nteragency effort to assess the 
Russian government's intentions and actions concerning 
the 2016 U.S. elections. We learned that whether and 
how to present Steele's reporting in the rntemgence 
Community Assessment (ICA) was a topic of significant 
discussion between the FBI and the other agencies 
participating in lt. According to FBI staff1 as the 
interagency editing process for the ICA progressed, the 
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) expressed concern 
about the lack of vetting for the Steele election 
reporting and asserted lt did not merit indusion in the 
body of the report. An FBI Intel Section Chief told us 
the CIA viewed it as "internet rumor." In contrast, as 
we describe in Chapter S1x1 the FBI, including Corney 
wd McCabe, sought to include the reporting in the ICA. 
Limited information from the Steele reporting ultimately 
was presented in an appendix to the ICA. 

FBI efforts to verify information in the Steele 
election reports, and to learn about Steele and his 
source network continued after Steele's closure as a 
CHS. In November and December 2016, FBI officials 
travelled abroad and met with persons who previously 
had professional contacts with Steele or had knowledge 
of his work. Information these FBI officials obtained 
about Steele was: both positive and negative. We 
found, however, that the lnformation about Steele was 
not placed in hls FBI CHS file' 

we further learned that the FBI's Validation 
Management Unit (VMUJ completed a human source 
validation review of Steele fn early 2017. The VMU 
revle'lJ found that Steele's past criminal reporting was 
"minimally· corroborated," and included this finding in its 
report that was provided to the Crossfire Hurricane 
team. This determination by the VMU was in tension 
with the source characterization statement included in 
the initial FISA application, which represented that 
Steele's prior reporting had been "corroborated and 
used ln criminal proceedings." The VMU review also did 
not identlfy any corroboration for Steele's election 
reporting among the information that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team had collected. However, the VMU did 
not include this finding in its written va!idatlon report 
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and therefore members of the Crossfire Hurricane team 
and FBI executives were unaware of lt. 

We also found that the FB!'s interviews of 
Steele, his Primary Sub-source, a second sub-source1 

and other investigative activity, revealed potentially 
serious problems with Steele's descriptions of 
information in his reports. For example, as detailed in 
Chapters Six and Eight, the Primary Sub-source made 
statements during his/her January 2017 fBI lnterview 
that were inconsistent with rnultlple sectlons- of the 
Steele r-eportsr including some that were relied upon in 
the FISA applications. Among other things, regarding 
the allegations attributed to Person 1, the Primary Sub­
source's account of these communications, if true1 was 
not consistent with andi in fact1 contradicted th-e 
allegations of a "well~developed conspiracy'' in Reports 
95 and 102 attributed to Person 1. 

We further determined that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team was unable to corroborate any of the 
specific substantive allegations regarding Carter Page 
contained in Steele's election reporting which the FBI 
relied on in the FISA applications. We were told by the 
Supervisory Intel Analyst that, as of September 2017, 
the FBI had corroborated limited infonnation in the 
Steele election reporting, and much of that was pobHdy 
available information. Most relevant to the Carter Page­
FISA applications, the allegations contained in Reports 
801 94, 95, and 1021 which were relied upon in all four 
applicat!ons, remained uncorroborated and, in several 
instances, were lnconslstent wlth information gathered 
by the Crossfire Hurricane team. 

The Three Renewal Applications for 
Continued FISA Authority on Carter Page 

As noted above, the FBI filed three renewal 
applications with the FISC, on January 12, April 7, and 
June 29, 2017. In addition to repeating the seven 
significant errors contained ln the first FISA application 
and outlln-ed above, we identified 10 additional 
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significant errors in the three renewal applications, 
based upon information known to the FBI after the first 
application and before one or more of the renewals. we 
describe the circumstances surrounding these 10 errors 
in Chapter Elght, and provide a chart listing additional 
errors in Appendix One. As more fully described Jn 
Chapter Eight, the renewal applications: 

8. Omitted the fact that Steele's Primary Sub­
source, who the FBI found credible, had made 
statements in January 2017 raising significant 
questions about the reliability of anegations 
included in the FISA applications, including, for 
example, that he/she did not recall any 
discussion with Person 1 concerning Wikileaks 
and there was "nothing bad" about the 
communications between the Kremlin and the 
Trump team, and that he/she did not report to 
Steele in July 2016 that Page had met witn 
secl1in; 

9. Omitted Page,.s prior relationship with another 
U.S. government agency, despite being 
reminded by the other agency in June 2017, 
prior to the filing of the final renewal 
application, about Page's past status with that 
other agency; instead of including this 
information in the final renewal application, the 
OGC Attorney altered an email from the other 
agency so that tile email stated that Page was 
"not a source" for the other agency, which the 
FBI affiant relied upon in signing the final 
renewal application; 

10. Omitted information from persons who 
previously had professional contacts with Steele 
or had direct knowledge of his work-related 
performance, including statements that Steele 
had no history of reporting ln bad faith but 
"[d}emonstrates lack of self-awareness, poor 
judgment," "pursued people with political risk 
but no inte!Hgence value," "didn't always 
exercise great ju-dgment1 " and It was "not clear 
what he would have done to validate" his 
reporting; 

11. Omitted information obtained from Ohr about 
Steele and his erection reporting, including that 
(1) Steele's reporting was going to Clinton's 
presictentia! campaign and otherst (2) Simpson 
was paying Steele to discuss his reporting with 
the media, and (3) Steele was "desperate that 
Donald Trump not get electe,i and was 
passionate about him not being the U.S. 
President"; 
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12, Failed to update the description of Steele after 
information became known to the Crossfire 
Hurricane team, from Ohr and others, that 
provided greater clarity on the poHticat origins 
and connections of Steele's reporting, including 
that Simpson was hired by someone associated 
with the Democratic Party and/or the DNC; 

13, Failed to correct the assertion in the first FlSA 
application that the FBI did not believe that 
Steele directly provided information to the 
reporter who wrote the September 23 Yahoo 
News artlde, even though there was no 
information 1n the Woods File to support this 
claim and even after certain Crossfire Hurricane 
officials !earned !n 20171 before the third 
renewal application, of an admission that Steele 
made in a court filing about his interactions with 
th-e news media in the late summer and early 
fall of 2016; 

14. Omitted the finding from a FBI source validation 
report that Steele was suitable for conttnued 
operation but that his past contributions to the 
FBI's criminal program had been "minimaHy 
corroborated," and instead continued to as:sert 
in the source characterization statement that 
Steel-e's prior reporting had been "corroborated 
and used ln criminal proceedings"; 

15. Omitted Papadopoulos's statements to an FBI 
CHS in late October 2016 denying that the 
Trump campaign was involved in the 
circumstances of the DNC email hack; 

16, Omitted Joseph Mifsud's denials to the FB! that 
he suppfred Papadopoulos with the information 
Papadopoulos shared with the FFG (suggesting 
that the campaign received an offer or 
suggestion of assistance from Russia); and 

17, Omitted information indicating that Page played 
no role in the Republican platform change on 
Russia's annexation of Ukraine as alleged ln the 
Report 95, which was inconsistent with a factual 
assertion relied upon to support probable cause 
in all four FISA applications, 

Among the most serlous of the 10 additional 
errors we found in the renewal applications was the 
FBI's failure to advise 01 or the court of the 
inconsistences1 described in detaH in Chapter Six, 
between Steele and his Primary Sub-source on the 
reporting relied upon in the FISA applications, Although 
the Primary Sub-source's account of these 
communications, if true, was not consistent with and, in 
fact, contradicted the allegations of a ''well-developed 
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conspiracy" in Reports 95 and 102 attributed to Person 
1, the FBI did not share this information with OL The 
FBI also failed to share other inconsistencies with 01, 
including the Primary Sub-source's account of the 
alleged meeting between Page and Sechin in Steele's 
Report 94 and his/her descriptions of the source 
network. The fact that the Primary Sub-source's 
account contradicted key assertions attributed to 
his/!1er own sub-sources In Steele's Reports 94, 95, and 
102 should have generated significant discussions 
between the Crossfire Hurricane team and QI prior to 
submitting the next FISA renewal app!lcatlon. 
According to Evans, had OI been made aware of the 
information, such discussions might have included the 
possibility of foregoing the renewal request altogether, 
at least until the FBI reconciled the differences between 
Steele's account and: the Primary Sub-source's account 
to the satisfaction of OL However, we found no 
evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team ever 
consldered whether any of the inconsistencies 
warranted reconsideration of the FBl's assessment of 
the reliabWty of the Steele reports or notice to OI 
before the subsequent renewal applications were filed. 

Instead, the second and third renewal 
applications provided no substantive Information 
concerning the Primary Sub-source's interview, ai,d 
offered only a brief conclusory statement that the FB! 
met with the Primary Sub~source "[i]n an effort to 
further corroborate Steele's reporting" and found the 
Primary Sub~source to be "truthful and cooperative." 
We believe that including this statement, without also 
informing 01 and the court that the Primary Sub­
source's account of events contradicted key assertfons 
in Steele's reporting, left a mlsimpression that the 
Primary Sub-source had corroborated the Steele 
reporting, Indeed, in a letter to the F!SC in July 2018, 
be-fore learning of these inconsistencies from us during 
this review, the Department defended the reliability of 
Steele's reporting and the FISA applications by citing, in 
part~ to the Primary Sub-source's interview as 
"additional information corroborating [Steele's} 
reporting" and noting the FBl's determination that 
he/she was "truthful and cooperative." 

The renewal appHcations also continued to fail 
to include information regarding Carter Page's past 
relationship with another U.S. government agency, 
ev~n though both OI and members of the Crossfire 
Hurricane expressed concern about the posslbility of a 
prior relationship following interviews that Page gave to 
news outlets in April and May 2017 stating that he had 
assisted other U.S. government agencies in the past. 
As we describe !n Chapter Eight, in June 2017, SSA 2, 
who was to be the .affiant for Renewal Application No. 3 
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and had been the affiant for the first two renewals/ told 
us that he wanted a definitive answer to whether Page 
had ever been a source for another U,S. governm~nt 
agency before he signed the final renewal application. 
This led to interactions between the OGC Attorney 
assigned to Crossfire Hurricane and a liaison from the 
other U.S. government agency. In an email from the 
liaison to the OGC Attorney, the liaison provided written 
guidance, including that it was the Haison'~ reco_ilec~mn 
that Page had or continued to have a re!at1onsh1p with 
the other agency, and directed the OGC Attorney to 
review the information that the other agency had 
provided to the FBl In August 2016, As noted above, 
that August 2016 informatmn stated that Page dtd, rn 
fact1 have a prior relationship with that other ag~ncy. 
The next morning, immediately following a 28 mmute 
telephone call between the OGC Attorney and the 01 
Attorney, the OGC Attorney forwarded to the 01 . 
Attorney the !iaison's email (but not the original email 
from the OGC Attorney to the liaison setting out the 
questions he was asking). The 01 Attorney responded 
to the OGC Attorney, "thanks l think we are good and 
no need to carry it any further." However, when t_he 
OGC Attorney subsequently sent the liaison's email to 
SSA 2, the OGC Attorney altered the liaison's email by. 
inserting the words "not a source" into it, thus making it 
appear that the liaison had said that Page was "not a 
source" for the other agency, Relying upon thls altered 
email, SSA 2 signed the third renewal application that 
again failed to disclose Page's past relationship wlth the 
other agency, Consistent with the Inspector General 
Act of 1978, following the O!G's discovery that the OGC 
Attorney had altered and sent the email to SSA 2, who 
thereafter relied on it to swear out the third F!SA 
application, the OIG promptly informed the Attorney 
General and the FBI Director and provided them with 
the relevant information about the OGC Attorney's 
actions. 

None of the inaccuracies and omissions that we 
identified in the renewal appllcatlons were brought to 
the attention of OJ before the applications were filed, 
As a resutt, similar to the first application, the 
Department officials who reviewed one or more of the 
renewal applications, including Yates1 Boente, and 
Rosenstein, did not have accurate and compiete 
information at the time they approved them. 

We do not speculate whether or how havfng 
accurate and complete information might have 
influenced the decisions of senior Department leaders 
who supported the four F!SA applications, or the court, 
if they had known al! of the relevant information. 
Nevertheless, It was the: obligation of the FBI agents 
and supervisors who were aware of the information to 
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ensure that the FISA appHcations were "scrupulously 
accurate" and that Ot the Department's decision 
makers, and ultimately I the court had the opportunity 
to consider the additional information and the 
information omitted from the first application, The 
individuals involved did not meet this obligation, 

conclusions Concerning All Four FISA 
Applications 

We concluded that the failures described above 
and in this report represent serious performance 
failures by the supervlsory and non-supervisory agents 
with responsibility over the F!SA applications, These 
failures prevented OJ from fully performing its 
gatekeeper functton and deprived the decision makers 
the opportunity to make fully Informed decisions, 
Although some of the factual misstatements and 
omissions we found in thfs review were arguably more 
significant than others, we believe that ~!! of them 
taken together resulted in FlSA applications that made 
it appear that the information supporting probable 
cause was stronger than was actually the case. 

We identified at least 17 significant errors or 
omissions in the Carter Page FJSA applications, and 
many additional errors in the Woods Procedures. These 
errors and omissions resulted from case agents 
providing wrong or incomplete inf-ormatto~ to O! a_nd 
failing to flag important issues for discussion. White we 
did not find documentary or testimonial evidence of 
intentional misconduct on the part of the case agents 
who assisted OI in preparing the applications? or the 
agents and supervisors who performed the Woods 
Procedures 1 we also did not receive satisfactory 
explanations for the errors or problems we identified. 
ln most instances, the agents and supervisors totd us 
that they e.lther did not know or rec.all why the 
information was not shared with OJ, that the failure to 
do so may have been an oversight, that they did not 
recognize at th.e time the relevance of the information 
to the F!SA application, or that they did not believe the 
missing information to be significant. On this last point 
we believe that case agents may have improperly 
substituted their own judgments in place of the 
Judgment of Ol, or in place of the court, to weigh the 
probative value of the information. Further, the failure 
to update OJ on all significant case developments 
relevant to the F!SA applications led us to conclude that 
the agents and supervisors dld not give appropriate 
attention or treatment to the facts that cut against 
probable cause 1 or reassess the information supporting 
probable cause as the investlgation progressed, The 
agents and SSAs also did not follow, or appear to even 
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know, the requirements in the Woods Procedures to re~ 
verify the factual assertions from previous applications 
that are repeated in renewal applications and verify 
source characterization statements with the CHS 
handling agent and document the verification in the 
Woods File. 

That so many basic and fundamental errors 
were made by three separate, hand-picked teams on 
one of the most sensitive F8l investigations that was 
briefed to the highest levels within the FBI, and that FBI 
offictats expected woul-d eventually be subjected- to 
close scrutiny, raised sigmficant questions regarding the 
FBl chain of command's management and supervision 
of the FISA process. FBI Headquarters established a 
chain of command for Crossfire Hurricane that included 
close supervision by senior CD managers, who then 
briefed FBI leadership throughout the investigation, 
Although we do not expect managers and supervisors to 
know every fact about an investigation( or senior 
officials to know all the details of cases about which 
they are briefed, in a sensitive, high-priority matter Hke 
this one, it is reasonable to expect that they will take 
the necessary steps to ensure that they are sufficiently 
familiar with the facts and circumstances supporting 
and potentially undermining a f!SA application in order 
to provide effective oversight, consistent wlth their !eve! 
of supervisory .r.esponsibllity. We concluded that the 
information that was known to the managers, 
supervisorsf and senior officials should have resuited ln 
questions being raised regarding the reliability of the 
Steele reporting and the probable cause supporting the 
FlSA applications, but did not. 

In our vl,ew, this was a failure of not only the 
operational team, but also of the managers and 
supervisors, including senior offlcials, in the chafn of 
command, For these reasons1 we recommend that the 
FBI revtew the performance of the employees wf10 had 
responsibility for the preparation, Woods review, or 
approval of the FISA appHcatlons, as well as the 
managers and supervisors in the chain of command of 
the Carter Page investigation, including senior officials, 
and take any action deemed appropriate. ln addition, 
given the extensive compliance failures we identified in 
this review. we believe that additional DIG oversight 
work !s required to assess the FSf's compHance with 
Department and FBI FISA-related policles that seek to 
protect the civil liberties of U.S. persons. According!yf 
we have today initiated an OlG audit that will further 
examine the FBI's compllance with the Woods 
Procedures in F!SA applications that target U.S. persons 
in both counterintelligence and counterterrorlsm 
investigations, This au-dit will be informed by the 
findings in this review1 as welt as by our prior work over 

153 

xiv 

the past 15 years on the Department's and FBI's use of 
national security and surveillance authorities, including 
authorities under F!SA, as detailed in Chapter One. 

Issues Relating to Department Attorney 
Bruce Ohr 

In Chapter Nine, we describe the interactions 
Department attorney Bruce Ohr had with Christopher 
Steele, the FBI, Glenn Simpson (the owner of Fusion 
GPS), and the State Department during the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation, At the time of these 
interactions1 which took place from about July 2016 to 
May 20! 7, Ohr was an Associate Deputy Attorney 
General in the Office of the Deputy Attorney General 
(ODAG) and the Director of the Organized Crime and 
Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). 

Ohr's Interactions with Steele1 the FBI1 Simpson, and 
the State Department 

Beginning in July 2016, at about the same time 
that Steele was engaging with the FBI on his election 
reporting, Steele contacted Ohr, who he had known 
since at least 2007, to discuss information from Steele's 
election reports. At Steele's suggestion, Ohr also met 
ln Au.gust 2016 with Simpson to discuss Steele's 
reports. At the time, Ohr's wife, Nellie Ohr, worked at 
Fusion GPS as an lndepen-dent contractor. Ohr also met 
with Simpson In December 2016, at which time 
S'1mpson gave Ohr a thumb drlve containing numerous 
Steele election reports that Ohr thereafter provided to 
the FBI. 

On October 18, 2016, after speaking with Steele 
that morning, Ohr met with McCabe to share Steele's 
and Simpson's information with him. Thereafter, Ohr 
met with members of the Crossfire Hurricane team 13 
times between November 21, 2016, and May 15, 2017, 
concerning his contacts with Steele and Simpson. AH 
13 meetings occurred after the FBI had closed Steele as 
a CHS and, except for the November 21 meeting, each 
meeting was initiated at Ohr's request. Ohr told us that 
he did not recall the FBI asking him to take any action 
regardtng Steele or Simpson! but Ohr also stated that 
"the general instruction was to let (the FBJJ 
know ... when I got Information from Steele.'' The 
Crossfire Hurricane team memorlailzed each of the 
meetings with Ohr as an "interview" using an FB! FD-
302 form. Separately, in November 2016, Ohr met with 
senior State Department offidals regarding Steele's 
election reporting, 
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Department leadership, including Ohr's 
supervisors in ODAG and the ODAG officials who 
reviewed and approved the Carter Page FISA 
applications, were unaware of Ohr's meetings with FBT 
officials, Steelet Simpson, and the State Department 
until after Congress requested information from the 
Department regarding Ohr's activities in late November 
2017. 

We did not identify a specific Department policy 
prohlbiting Ohr from meetfng wlth Steele, Slmpson 1 or 
the State Department and providing the 1nformatfon he 
I-earned from those meetings to the FSl. However, Ohr 
was dearly cognizant of his responsibi!Jty to inform his 
supervisors of these interactions, and acknowledged to 
the O!G that the possibility that he would have been 
told by his supervisors to stop having such contact may 
have factored Joto his decision not to tell them about it, 

We concluded that Ohr committed 
consequential errors in judgment by (1) failing to advise 
his direct supervisors or the DAG that he was 
communicating with Steele and Simpson and then 
requesting meetings with the FB!'s Deputy Director and 
Crossfire Hurricane team on matters that were outside 
of his areas of responsibility, and (2) making himself a 
witness in the investigation by meeting w!th Steele and 
providing Steele's information to the FBL As we 
describe in Chapter Eight, the i.ate discovery of Ohr's 
meetings with the FBI prompted NSD to notify the FISC 
in July 2018, over a year after the final FISA rene-wa! 
order was issued, of information that Ohr had provided 
to the FBI but that the FBI had failed to inform NSD and 
OI about (and therefore was not included in the FlSA 
applications), including that Steele was "desperate that 
Donald Trump not get elected and was passionate about 
him not being the U.S. President." 

FBI Compliance with Policies 

The FB!'s CHS Policy Guide (CHSPG) provides 
guidance to agents concerning contacts wlt-h CHSs after 
they have be-en closed for cause, as w.as the case with 
Steele as of November 2016. According to the C:HSPG, 
a handling agent must not lnitiate contact with or 
respond to contacts from a farmer CHS who has been 
closed for cause absent exceptional circumstances that 
are approved by an SSA. The CHSPG also requires 
reopening of the CHS if the relationship between the 
FBI and a closed CHS is expected to continue beyond 
the in!tlal contact or debriefing. Reopening requtres 
high levels of supervisory approval( including a finding 
that the benefits of reopening the CHS outweigh the 
risks. 
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We found th.at, while the Crossfire Hurricane 
team did not initiate direct contact with Steele a~er his 
closure, it responded to numerous contacts made by 
Steele through Ohr. Ohr himself was not a direct 
witness in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation; rather, 
his purpose in communlcating with the FBI was to pass 
along information from Steele. While the FBI's CHS 
policy does not explicltly address Indirect contact 
between an FBI agent and a closed CHS, we concluded 
that the repeated contacts with Steele should have 
triggered the CHS policy requiring that such contacts 
occur only after an SSA determines that exceptional 
circumstances exist, Whlle an SSA was present for the 
meetings with Ohr, we found no evidence that the SSAs 
made considered judgments that exception-al 
circumstances existed for the repeated contacts. We 
also found that, given that there were 13 different 
meetings with Ohr over a period of months, the use of 
Ohr as a conduit between the FBI and Steele created a 
relationship by proxy that should have triggered, 
pursuant to FBI policy, a supervisory decision about 
whether to reopen Steele as a CHS or discontinue 
accepting information indirectly from him through Ohr, 

Ethics Issues Raised by Nellie Ohr's Former Employment 
wm, Fusion GPS 

Fusion GPS employed Nellie Ohr as an 
independent contractor from October 2015 to 
September 2016. On his annual financial disclosure 
forms covering calendar years 2015 and 2016, Ohr 
listed Nellie Ohr as an "Independent contractor" anct 
reported her income from th.at work on the form. We 
determined that financial disclosure rules, 5 C.F.R, Part 
2634, did not require Ohr to !fst on the form the specific 
organizations, such as Fusion GPS, that paid Nellie Ohr 
as an independent contractor during the reporting 
period. 

!n addition, for reasons we explain in Chapter 
Eleven, we concluded that the federal ethics rules did 
not require Ohr to obtaln Department ethics counsel 
approval before engaging with the FBI in connection 
with the Crossfire Hurricane matter because of Neitie 
Ohr's prior work for Fusion GPS. However, we found 
that, given the factual drcumstances that existed, and 
the appearance that they created 1 Ohr displayed a lapse 
ln judgment by not ava/ting himself of the process 
described in the ethics rules to consult with the 
Department ethics official about his involvement In the 
Investigation. 

Meetings Involving Ohr, CRM officials, and the FBI 
Regarding the MLARS Investigation 
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Oh-r's supervisors in ODAG also were unaware 
that Ohr, shortly after the U.S. elections in November 
2016, and agaln in -early 2017, participated ln 
discussions about a money laundering investigation -of 
Manafort that was then being led by prosecutors from 
the Money Laundering and Asset Recovery Section 
(MLARS), which is located in the Criminal Dtvision 
(CRM) at the Department's headquarters. 

As descrlbed ln more detail in Chapter Nlne, in 
November 2016, Ohr told CRM Deputy Assistant 
Attorney General Bruce Swartz and Counsel to the CRM 
Assistant Attorney General Zainab Ahmad about 
information he was getting from Steele and Simpson 
about Manafort. Between November 16, 2016 and 
December 15, 2016, Ohr participated in several 
meetings that were attended, at various ttmes1 by some 
or all of the following individuals: Swartz, Ahmad, 
Andrew Weissmann (then Section Chief of CRM's Fraud 
Section), Strz.ok1 and Usa Page. The meetings involving 
Ohr1 Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann focused on their 
shared concern that MLAR5 was not moving quickly 
enough on the Manafort criminal investigation and 
whether there were steps they could take to move the 
investigation forward. The meetings with Strzok and 
Page focused primarily on whether the FB! could assess 
the case's relevance, if any1 to the FBI's Russian 
interference lnvestlgation. MLARS was not represented 
at any of these meetings or told about them, and none 
of attendees had supervisory responsibllity over the 
MLAR5 investigation. 

There were no meetings about the Manafort 
case involving Ohr, Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann 
from December 16, 2016 t-o January 30, 2017. On 
January 31 1 2017, one day alter Yates was removed as 
DAG, Ahmad, by then an Acting CRM Deputy Assistant 
Attorney General, after consulting with Swartz and 
Weissmann, sent an email to Lisa Pagef copying 
Weissmann, Swartz, and Ohr1 requesting a meeting the 
next day to discuss "a few Crimlnal Division related 
developments." The next day, February 1, Swartz, Ohr, 
Ahmad, and Weissmann met with Strzok, Lisa Page, 
and an FBI Acting Section Chief. None of the attendees 
at the meeting could explain to us what the "Criminal 
Division related developments" were, -and we di-d not 
find any, Meeting notes reflect, among other things, 
that the group discussed the Manafort criminal 
investigation and efforts that the Department could 
undertake to investigate attempts by Russia to 
influence the 2016 elections. MlARS was not 
represented at, or told about, the meeting. 

We are not aware of information- indicating that 
any of the discusslons involving Ohr, Swartz, 
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Weissmann, Ahmad, 5trzok, and Lisa Page resulted in 
any actions taken or not taken in the MLARS 
investigatlon 1 and ultimately the Investigation remained 
with MLAR5 until it was transferred to the Office of the 
Special Counsel in May 2017. We also did not identify 
any Department policies prohibiting internal discussions 
about a pending investigation among officials not 
assigned to the matter, or between those officials and 
senior officials from the FBI. However, as described in 
Chapter Nine, we were told that there was a decislon 
not to inform the leadership of CRM, both before and 
after the change in presidential administrations, of 
these discussions in order to insulate the MLARS 
investlgatlon from becoming '1pollticlzed," We 
concluded that this decision, made in the absence of 
concerns of potential wrongdoing or misconduct, -and for 
the purpose of avoiding the appearance that an 
investigation is "pohticlzed," fundamentally 
misconstrued who is ultimately r-esponsfble and 
accountable for the Department's work. We agree with 
the concerns expressed to us by then DAG Yates and 
then CRM Assistant Attorney General Leslie Caldwell. 
Department leaders can.not fulfill their management 
responsibilities, and be held accountable for the 
Department's actions, lf subordinates intentionally 
withhold information from them in such circumstances. 

The Use of Confidential Sources {Other 
Than Steele) and Undercover Employees 

As discussed in Chapter Ten, we determined 
that, during the 2016 presidential campaign, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team tasked several CHSs, which 
resulted lo multiple interactions wfth Carter Page and 
George Papadopoulos, both during and after the time 
they were affiliated with the Trump campalgn1 and one 
with a high-level Trump campaign official who was not a 
subject of the investigation. All of these CHS 
interactions were consensually monitored and recorded 
by the FBI. As noted above, under Department and FBl 
policy, the use of a CHS to conduct consensual 
monitoring is a matter of investigative judgment that 
absent certain circumstances, can be authorized by a 
first-Hne supervisor (a supervisory special agent). We 
determined that the CHS operations conducted during 
Crossfire Hurricane received the necessary FBI 
approvals, and that AD Priestap knew about, and 
approved of, all of the Crossfire Hurricane CHS 
operabons, even in circumstances where a first-level 
supervisory special agent could have approved the 
operations. We found no evidence that the FBI used 
CHSs or UCEs to interact with members of the Trump 
campaign prior to the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. After the opening of the investigation, we 
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found no evidence that the FBI placed any CHSs or 
UCEs within the Trump campaign or tasked any CHSs or 
UCEs to report on the Trump campaign. Finally, we 
also found no documentary or testimonial evidence that 
political bias or improper motivations influenced the 
FBI's decision to use CHSs or UCEs to interact with 
Trump campaign officials in the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. 

Although the Crossfire Hurricane team's use of 
CHSs and UCEs complied with applicable policies, we 
are concerned that, under these policies, it was 
sufficient for a first-level FBI supervisor to authorize the 
domestic CHS operations that were und-ertaken in 
Crossfire Hurricane, and that there was no applicable 
Department or FBI policy requiring the FBI to notify 
Department officials of the investigative team's decision 
to task CHSs to consensually monitor conversations 
with members of a presidential campaign. We found no 
evidence that the FBI consulted with any Department 
officials before conducting these CHS operabons. We 
believe that current Department and FBI policies are 
not sufficient to ensure apprcprlate oversight and 
accountabifity when such operations potentially 
implicate sensitive, constitutlonal!y protected activity, 
and that they should require, at minimum, Department 
consultation. As noted above1 we include a 
recommendation in this report to address this issue, 

Consistent with current Department and FBI 
policy, we learned that deds!ons about the use of CHSs 
and UCEs were made by the case agents and the 
supervisory special agents assigned to Crossfire 
Hurricane. These agents told the OJG that they focused 
the CHS operations on the FFG information and the four 
investigative subjects, and that they vlewed CHS 
operations as one of the best methods available to 
quickly obtam information about the predicating 
al!egati-ans, while preventing information about the 
nature and existence of the investigation from 
becoming public, and potentially impacting the 
presidential e!Bction. 

During the meeting between a CHS and the 
hlgh~level Trump campaign official who was not a 
subject of the lnvestigatlon, the CHS asked ubout the 
role of three Crossfire Hurricane subjects-Page, 
Papadopoulos, and Manafort-ln the Trump campaign. 
The CHS also asked about allegations in public reports 
concerning Russian interference tn the 2016 elections, 
the campaign's response to ideas featured in Page's 
Moscow speech, and the possibility of an "October 
Surprise," In response, the campalgn official made no 
comments of note about U1ose topics, The CHS and the 
htgh-Jevel campaign official also discussed -
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We 
Found th.at the Crossfire Hurricane team made no use of 
any information collected from the high-teve! Trump 
campaign official, because the team determined that 
none of the information gathered was "germane" to th-e 
allegations under investigation. However, we were 
concerned that the Crossfire Hurricane team did not 
recall having in place a plan, prior to the operation 
Involving the hlgtHevel campaign official, to address 
the possible collection of politically sensitive 
informatlon. 

As discussed in Chapter Ten., through the use of 
CHSs, the investigative team obtained statements from 
Carter Page and Papadopoulos that ralsed questions 
about the validity of allegations under investigation. 
For example, when questioned In August 2016 about 
other individuals who were subjects in the investigation, 
Page told a CHS that he had "literally never met" or 
"said one word to" Manafort and that Manafort had not 
responded to any of Page's emails. As another 
example, Papadopoulos denied to a CHS that anyone 
associated with the Trump campaign was collaborating 
with Russia or with outside groups like Wiklleaks in the 
release of emails. Papadopoulos stated that the 
"campaign., of course, [does not] advocate for this type 
of activity because at the end of the day it's ... illegal" 
and that "our campaign is noL.engag[ing} or reaching 
out to WJklLeaks or to the whoever it is to tell them 
please work with us, collaborate because we don't, no 
one does that.. .. " Papadopoulos also said that ''as far as 
I understand ... no one's collaborating, there's been no 
collusion and it's going to remain that way.'1 ln another 
interaction, Papadopoulos told a CHS that he knew "for 
a fa-ct'' that no one from the Trump campaign had 
anything to do with releasing emails from the DNC, as a 
result of Papadopoulos's involvement fn the Trump 
campaign. Despite the relevance of this material, as 
described In Chapters Five and seven, none of 
Papadopoulos's statements were provided by the 
Crossfire Humcane te-am to the OI Attorney and Page's 
statements were not provided to the OI attorney until 
June 2017, approximately ten montf1s after the initial 
Carter Page FlSA application was granted by the FJSC. 

Through our review, we also determined that 
there were other CHSs tasked by the FBI to attempt to 
contact Papadopoulos, but that those attempted 
contacts did not lead to any operational activity. We 
also identified several individuals who had either a 
connection to candidate Trump or a role in the Trump 
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campaign, and were also FBl CHSs1 but who were not 
tasked as part of the Crossfire Hurricane investi-gatfon. 
One such CHS did provide the Crossfire Hurricane team 
with general information about Crossfire Hurricane 
subjects Page and Manafort, but we found that this CHS 
had no further involvement in the investigation. 

We identified another CHS that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team first learned about in 2017, a~er the 

agent forwarded the material, through his supervisor 

n 

team. 

The handling agent told us that, 
when he subsequently informed the Crossfire Hurricane 
team that the CHS had access to 

1 a Crossfire Hurricane team 
~e analyst asked the handling agent to collect 
- from the CHS, which the handling agent did. 
We found that the Crossfire Hurflcane team determined 
that there was not "anything significant" in this -
collection, and did not seek to task the CHS. While we 
found that no action was taken by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team in response to receiving 
we nevertheless were concerned to !earn that the 
handling agent for the CHS placed 

into the FBI's files 1 and we 
promptly notified the FBI upon learning that they were 
still being maintained in the FBI's files. We further 
concluded that, because the CHS's handling agent did 
not understand the CHS's political involvement, no 
assessment was performed by the source's handling 
agent or his supervisors (none of whom were members 
of the Crossfire Hurricane team) to determine whether 
the CHS required re-designation as a "sensftive source" 
or should have been dosed during the pendency of the 
campaign. 

While we concluded that the investigative 
activities undertaken by the Crossfire Hurricane team 
involving CHSs and UCEs complied with applicable 
Department and FBI policies, we believe that in certain 
circumstances Department and FBi policies do not 
provide sufficient oversight and account-abfllty for 
investigative activities that have the potential to gather 
sensltivc information involving protected First 
Amendment activity, and therefore include 
recommendations to address these issues. 

Finally, as we also describe !11 Chapter Ten, we 
!earned during the course of our review that in August 
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2016, the supervisor of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, SSA 1, participated on behalf of the FBI in 
a strategic intelligence briefing given by Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence (ODNI) to candidate 
Trump and his national security advisors, including 
Michael Flynn, and in a separate strategic intelligence 
briefing given to candidate Clinton and her national 
security advisors, The stated purpose of the FBI portion 
of the briefing was to provide the recipients "a baseline 
on the presence and threat posed by foreign lntelligence 
services to the National Security of the U.S." However, 
we found that SSA 1 was selected to provide the FBI 
brleflngs, iri part, because Flynn, who was a subject !n 
the ongoing Crossfire Hurricane investigation 1 would be 
attending the Trump campaign briefing, 

Following his participation in the briefing of 
candidate Trump, Flynn, and another Trump advisor, 
SSA 1 drafted an EC documenting his participation in 
the briefing, and added the EC to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigative fHe. We were told that the 
decision to select SSA 1 to participate in the ODN! 
briefing was reache-d by consensus among a group of 
senior FBI offlcia!s1 including McCabe and Baker. We 
noted that no one at the Department or ODNl was 
informed that the FBI was using the ODNI briefing of a 
presidential candidate for investlgat!ve purposes, and 
found no applicable FBI or Department policies 
addressing this issue. We concluded that the FB!'s use 
of this briefing for investigative reasons could 
potentially interfere with the expectation of trust and 
good faith among participants in strategic intelligence 
briefings, thereby frustrating their purpose. We 
therefore include a recommendation to address this 
issue. 

Recommendations 

Our report mak-es nine recommendations to the 
FBI and the Department to assist them in addressing 
the issues that we identified In this review: 

The Department and the FBI should ensure that 
adequate procedures are in place for OJ to obtain 
all relevant and accurate information needed to 
prepare FISA applications and renewal 
applications, induding CHS information. In 
Chapter Twelve, we identify a few specific steps 
to assist in this effort, 
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The Department and FBI should evaluate which 
types of S!Ms require advance notification to a 
senior Department off1clal 1 such as the DAG, in 
addition to the notifications currently required for 
SIMs, especially for case openings that implicate 
core First Amendment actlvity -and raise policy 
considerations or heighten enterprise rlsk, and 
establish implementing policies and guidance, as 
necessary, 

• The FBI should develop protocols and guidelines 
for staffing and administrating any future 
sensitive Investigative matters from FBf 
Headquarters. 

• The FBI should address the problems with the 
administration and assessment of CHSs identified 
in thls report, including, at a minimum, revising 
the FBI's standard CHS admonishments 1 

improving the documentation of CHS 
information, revising FBI policy to address the 
acceptance of Information from .a closed CHS 
indirectly through a third party, and taking other 
steps we identify in Chapter Twelve. 

• The Department and FBI should clarify the terms 
{1) "sensitive monftorlng circumstance" in the 
AG Guidelines and the D!OG to determine 
whether to expand its scope to !ndude 
consensual monitoring of a domestic political 
candidate or an individual prominent wlthln a 
domestic poHticai organization, or a subset of 
these persons, so that consensual monitoring of 
such lndividuals would require consultation with 
or advance notification to a senior Department 
official, such as the DAG, and (2) "prominent in a 
domestic political organization" so that agents 
understand which campaign officials fall within 
that definition as it relates to "sensitive 
investigative matters," "sensitive UDP," the 
designation of "sensitive sources," and "sensitive 
monitoring circumstance." 

• The FBI should ensure that appropriate training 
on DIDG § 4 is provided to emphasize the 
constitutional lmp!lcatlons of c-ertaln monitoring 
situations and to ensure that agents account for 
these concerns, both in the tasking of CHSs and 
ln the way they document interactions with and 
tasking of CHSs. 
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• The FBI should establish a policy regarding the 
use of defensive and transition briefings for 
investigative purposes 1 including the factors to 
be constdered and approval by sen!or leaders at 
the FBI with notice to a senior Department 
official, such as the DAG. 

The Department's Office of Professional 
Responsibility should review our findings related 
to the conduct of Department attorney Bruce Ohr 
for any action it deems appropriate. Ohr's 
current supervisors in CRM should also review 
our findings related to Ohr's performance for any 
action they deem appropriate. 

• The FBI should review the performance of all 
employees who had responsibility for the 
preparation, Woods review, or approval of the 
FISA applications, as well as the managers, 
supervisors, and senior officials in the chain of 
command of the Carter Page investigation for 
any action it deems approprlate. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 

I. Background and Overview 

The Department of Justice (Department) Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) undertook this review to examine certain actions by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI} and the Department during an FBI investigation into whether 
individuals associated with the Donald J, Trump for President Campaign were 
coordinating, wittingly or unwittingly, with the Russian government. The FBI's 
counterintelligence investigation, known as "Crossfire Hurricane," was opened on 
July 31, 2016, weeks after the Republican National Convention (RNC) formally 
nominated Trump as its candidate for President, and several months before the 
November 8, 2016 elections, through which Trump was elected President of the 
United States. On May 17, 2017, the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was 
transferred from the FBI to the Office of Special Counsel upon the appointment of 
Special Counsel Robert S. Mueller III to investigate Russian interference with the 
2016 presidential election and related matters. 

The FBI opened Crossfire Hurricane in July 2016 following the receipt of 
certain information from a Friendly Foreign Government (FFG). According to the 
information provided by the FFG, in May 2016, a Trump campaign foreign policy 
advisor, George Papadopoulos, "suggested" to an FFG official that the Trump 
campaign had received "some kind of suggestion" from Russia that it could assist 
with the anonymous release of information that would be damaging to Hillary 
Clinton (Trump's opponent in the presidential election) and President Barack 
Obama. At the time the FBI received the FFG information, the U.S. Intelligence 
Community {USIC), which includes the FBI, was aware of Russian efforts to 
interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections, including efforts to infiltrate servers and 
steal emails belonging to the Democratic National Committee (DNC) and the 
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. The FFG shared this information 
with the State Department on July 26, 2016, after the internet site WikiLeaks began 
releasing emails hacked from computers belonging to the DNC and Clinton's 
campaign manager. The State Department advised the FBI of the information the 
next day. 

Crossfire Hurricane was opened several weeks after the FBI's July 5, 2016 
conclusion of its "Midyear Exam" investigation into Clinton's handling of government 
emails during her tenure as Secretary of State.1 Some of the same FBI officials, 
supervisors, and attorneys responsible for the Midyear investigation were assigned 
to the newly opened Crossfire Hurricane investigation, but there was almost no 

1 See U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG), A Review of 
Various Actions by the Federal Bureau of Investigation and Department of Justice in Advance of the 
2016 Election, Oversight and Review Division Report 18-04 (June 2018), 
https://www.justice.gov/file/1071991/download (accessed November 12, 2019), 2 {hereinafter 
Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election). 

1 
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overlap between the FBI agents and analysts assigned to the Midyear and Crossfire 
Hurricane investigations. 

The FBI opened Crossfire Hurricane as an umbrella counterintelligence 
investigation, without identifying any specific subjects or targets. FBI officials told 
us that they did not immediately identify subjects or targets because it was unclear 
from the FFG information who within the Trump campaign may have received the 
reported offer of assistance and might be coordinating, wittingly or unwittingly, with 
the Russian government. By August 10, 2016, the FBI had assembled an 
investigative team of special agents, analysts, and supervisory special agents (the 
Crossfire Hurricane team) and conducted an initial analysis of links between Trump 
campaign members and Russia. Based upon this analysis, the FBI opened 
individual cases under the Crossfire Hurricane umbrella on three U.S. persons­
Papadopoulos, Carter Page, and Paul Manafort-a!I of whom were affiliated with the 
Trump campaign at the time the cases were opened.2 On August 16, 2016, the FBI 
opened a fourth individual case under Crossfire Hurricane on Michael Flynn, who 
was serving at the time as the Trump campaign's National Security Advisor. 3 

Two of the four Crossfire Hurricane subjects were already the subjects of 
other existing federal investigations. Carter Page was the subject of an ongoing 
counterintelligence investigation opened by the FBI's New York Field Office (NYFO) 
on April 4, 2016, relating to his contacts with suspected Russian intelligence 
officers. Manafort was the subject of an ongoing criminal investigation, supervised 
by the Money Laundering and Asset Recovery Section {MLARS) in the Department's 
Criminal Division, concerning millions of dollars Manafort allegedly received from 
the government of Ukraine. 4 

2 According to public reporting, Carter Page ceased being associated with the Trump 
campaign as of September 26, 2016, and Manafort resigned as of August 19, 2016. As noted in 
Chapter Ten, accounts vary as to when Papadopoulos left the Trump campaign; according to The 
Special Counsel's Report on the Investigation into Russian Interference with the 2016 Presidential 
Election, Papadopoulos was dismissed from the campaign in early October 2016. See Special Counsel 
Robert S. Mueller III, Report on the Investigation Into Russian Interference in the 2016 Presidential 
Election, Vol. I (March 2019), 93 (hereinafter The Special Counsel's Report). 

3 Flynn remained on the Trump campaign through the election and was subsequently 
appointed as National Security Advisor. Flynn resigned that position on February 13, 2017. 
Papadopoulos, Manafort, and Flynn were later indicted in federal district court for crimes prosecuted 
by the Special Counsel. On October 5, 2017, and December 1, 2017, respectively, Papadopoulos and 
Flynn pleaded guilty to making material false statements and material omissions during interviews 
with the FBI. On August 21, 2018, Manafort was convicted after trial on tax and bank fraud charges, 
and on September 14, 2018, pleaded guilty to charges of conspiracy against the United States and 
conspiracy to obstruct justice. 

The indictments and sentencing documents are publicly available and therefore we refer to 
these individuals by name in this report. We also refer to Carter Page by name in this report because 
the Department publidy released, in response to Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, 
redacted versions of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act {FISA) applications and orders that 
name him. 

4 Prior to January 2017, MLAR.S was named the Asset Forfeiture and Money Laundering 
Section. 

2 
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Some of the early investigative steps taken by the Crossfire Hurricane team 
immediately after opening the investigation were to develop profiles on each 
subject; send names of, among others, individuals associated with the Trump 
campaign to other U.S. government intelligence agencies for any further 
information; and review FBI files for potential FBI Confidential Human Sources 
(CHSs) who might be able to assist the investigation. FBI witnesses we interviewed 
told us they believed that using CHSs in covert operations would be an efficient way 
to develop a better understanding of the information received from the FFG. We 
determined that the Crossfire Hurricane team tasked several CHSs and Undercover 
Employees (UCEs) during the 2016 presidential campaign, which resulted in 
interactions with Carter Page, Papadopoulos, and a high-level Trump campaign 
official who was not a subject of the investigation. All of these interactions were 
consensually monitored and recorded by the FBI. The interactions between CHSs 
and Page and Papadopoulos occurred both during the time Page and Papadopoulos 
were advisors to the Trump campaign, and after Page and Papadopoulos were no 
longer affiliated with the Trump campaign. We also learned that in August 2016, a 
supervisor of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation participated on behalf of the FBI 
in a strategic intelligence briefing given by the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence (ODNI} to candidate Trump and his national security advisors, including 
investigative subject Flynn, and also participated in a separate strategic intelligence 
briefing given to candidate Clinton and her national security advisors. The FBI 
viewed the briefing of candidate Trump and his advisors as a possible opportunity 
to collect information potentially relevant to the Crossfire Hurricane and Flynn 
investigations. The supervisor memorialized the results of the briefing in an official 
FBI document, including instances where he was engaged by Trump and Flynn, as 
well as anything he considered related to the FBI or pertinent to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation. The supervisor did not memorialize the results of the 
briefing of candidate Clinton and her advisors. 

An early investigative step considered but not initially taken by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team was to seek court orders under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Act (FISA) authorizing surveillance of Page and Papadopoulos. The U.S. Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) may approve FISA surveillance of an 
American citizen for a period of up to 90 days, subject to renewal, if the 
government's FISA application establishes probable cause to believe that the 
targeted individual is an agent of a foreign power by knowingly engaging in at least 
one of the five activities enumerated in the FISA statute. 5 The Crossfire Hurricane 
team initially considered seeking FISA surveillance of Papadopoulos as a result of 
his statement to the FFG and of Page based upon information the FBI had collected 
about his prior and more recent contacts with known and suspected Russian 
intelligence officers, as well as Page's financial, political, and business ties to the 

5 See 50 u.s.c. §§ 1801(b)(2)(A) through (E}. In the case of the Carter Page FISA 
applications, the government relied upon the definition of an agent of a foreign power in Section 
1801{b}(2)(E), which covers, among other things, any person who knowingly aids or abets any other 
person who knowingly engages in clandestine intelligence activities {other than intelligence gathering 
activities) that involve or are about to involve a violation of the criminal statutes of the United States, 
pursuant to the direction of an intelligence service or network of a foreign power, or knowingly 
conspires with other persons in such activities. 

3 
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Russian government. Officials determined there was an insufficient basis to 
proceed with a FISA application concerning Papadopoulos, and the Crossfire 
Hurricane team never submitted a FISA application for Papadopoulos. With regard 
to Page, on August 15, 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane team requested assistance 
from the FBI's Office of the General Counsel {OGC) to prepare a FISA application for 
submission to the FISC. However, a~er consultation between FBI OGC and 
attorneys in the Office of Intelligence (OI) in the Department's National Security 
Division (NSD), which is responsible for preparing FISA applications and appearing 
before the FISC, the Crossfire Hurricane team was told in late August 2016 that 
more information was needed to establish probable cause for a FISA on Page. 

A few weeks later, on September 19, 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane team 
received a set of six reports prepared by Christopher Steele concerning Russian 
interference in the 2016 U.S. election and alleged connections between this Russian 
effort and individuals associated with the Trump campaign.6 Steele is a former 
intelligence officer ■ ■ ■ 
who, following his retirement, opened a consulting firm and furnished information 
to the FBI beginning in 2010, primarily on matters concerning organized crime and 
corruption in Russia and Eastern Europe. In 2013, the FBI prepared paperwork to 
enable it to open Steele as an FBI CHS. In providing the first two election reports 
to his FBI handling agent in July 2016, Steele told the handling agent that he had 
been hired by an investigative firm, Fusion GPS, to collect information on the 
relationship between candidate Trump's businesses and Russia. Steele further 
informed the FBI handling agent that Fusion GPS had been retained by a law firm to 
conduct this research. According to the handling agent, it was obvious to him that 
the request for the research was politically motivated. 

Two of the six Steele reports received by the Crossfire Hurricane team on 
September 19 referenced Carter Page by name. One stated that Page had held 
secret meetings with two high level Russian officials during Page's July 2016 trip to 
Moscow. This report also indicated that one of the alleged meetings included a 
discussion about the Kremlin potentially releasing compromising information about 
Democratic candidate Hillary Clinton to Trump's campaign team. Another report 
from Steele described "a well-developed conspiracy of co-operation" between the 
Russian government and Trump's campaign to defeat Clinton, using Carter Page 
and others as intermediaries. 7 On September 21, 2016, 2 days after the team 
received these reports, FBI OGC advised 01 that the FBI believed it was ready to 

6 As described in this report, information from Christopher Steele's reports-sometimes 
collectively referred to as the "Steele dossier"-that pertained to Carter Page was relied upon in the 
Carter Page FISA applications. In those applications, Steele was referred to as "Source #1." We refer 
to Steele by name in this report because the Department and the FBI have publicly revealed Steele's 
identity as Source #1 in connection with FOIA litigation. 

7 A third report from Steele, which did not reference Carter Page, stated that Russian 
intelligence services had used concealed cameras to film Trump's alleged sexual activities with 
prostitutes at a Moscow hotel, and claimed that the Russians could blackmail Trump by threatening to 
release this compromising material. These allegations, which have come to be known publicly as the 
"salacious and unverified" portion of the reporting, were not included in the original Carter Page FISA 
application or any of the renewal applications. 

4 
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submit a request for FISA authority on Carter Page, and 01 and the FBI began 
drafting the first FISA application. Among the FBI's purposes in seeking a FISA 
order for Page was to obtain information about Page's trip to Russia in July 2016, 
when Page was still a member of the Trump campaign. 

On September 23, 2016, Yahoo News published an article stating that U.S. 
intelligence officials had received reports regarding Carter Page's private meetings 
in Moscow with senior Russian officials. The article cited a "well~placed Western 
intelligence source," and contained details about Carter Page's activities in Russia 
that closely paralleled the information contained in the reporting that Steele had 
provided to the FBI. We found no evidence that anyone from the FBI asked Steele 
in September 2016 or at any other time, if he had spoken with the Yahoo News 
reporter. Steele had, in fact, spoken with the reporter prior to the article's 
publication, which the FBI would learn from public records after the submission of 
the first FISA application. 

On October 21, 2016, NSD submitted the Carter Page FISA application to the 
FISC, asserting that there was probable cause to believe that Page was an agent of 
the Russian government. The application relied on, among other things: 

• The information provided by the FFG about its interaction with 
Papadopoulos; 

• Information from the FBI's previously opened counterintelligence 
investigation relating to Page arising from his contacts with Russian 
intelligence officers; 

• Information from Steele's reports that pertained specifically to Carter 
Page; and 

• Information from a meeting between Page and an FBI CHS that was 
consensually monitored by Crossfire Hurricane investigators. 

The application also stated in a footnote that the FBI "speculates that the 
[person who hired Steele] was likely looking for information that could be used to 
discredit [candidate Trump's] campaign." Further, the application advised the court 
of information reported in the September 23, 2016 Yahoo News article and stated 
that (a) the FBI "does not believe that Source #1 directly provided ... to the press" 
the information in the article, (b) according to the article and other news articles, 
individuals affiliated with the Trump campaign made statements distancing the 
campaign from Carter Page, and (c) Page himself denied the accusations in the 
Yahoo News article and reiterated that denial in a September 25, 2016 letter to the 
FBI Director and in a September 26, 2016 media interview. 

However, the application, as well as the renewal applications, did not include 
significant relevant information, and contained inaccurate and incomplete 
information, that was known to the Crossfire Hurricane team at the time but that it 
did not share with NSD attorneys. For example, when asked by an NSD attorney 
who was involved in helping to draft the first FISA application whether Page had 
provided information to another U.S. government agency or was a source for that 
other agency, a Crossfire Hurricane agent incorrectly told the NSD attorney that 

5 
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Page's contact with the other U.S. government agency was "dated" and "outside 
scope." The Crossfire Hurricane agent made this statement despite the fact that 
the Crossfire Hurricane team had been told by the other agency in a written 
memorandum that Page had been approved as an operational contact for the other 
agency from 2008 to 2013 and that Page had provided information to the other 
agency that was relevant to the FISA application.8 The Crossfire Hurricane team 
also failed to inform NSD attorneys about information obtained by the FBI during 
CHS operations and interviews that was inconsistent with the allegations contained 
in the Steele reporting that was being relied upon in the FISA application. 

The FISA application was reviewed by numerous FBI agents, FBI attorneys, 
and NSD attorneys, and, as required by law, was ultimately certified by then FBI 
Director James Corney and approved by then Deputy Attorney General Sally Yates. 
The FISC granted the first FISA application on October 21, 2016, authorizing the 
use of FISA authority on Carter Page. 

On October 31, 2016, Mother Jones magazine published an online news 
article titled "A Veteran Spy has Given the FBI Information Alleging a Russian 
Operation to Cultivate Donald Trump." The October 31 article quoted a "well­
placed Western intelligence source," and described how that individual had provided 
reports to the FBI about connections between Trump and the Russian government. 
According to the article, the source was continuing to provide information to the 
FBI, and was quoted as saying "it's quite clear there was or is a pretty substantial 
inquiry going on." On November 1, 2016, Steele's FBI handling agent questioned 
Steele, who admitted speaking to the reporter who wrote the October 31 article. 
The handling agent advised Steele at that time that his relationship with the FBI 
would likely be terminated for disclosing his relationship with the FBI to the press, 
and the FBI officially closed Steele for cause on November 17, 2016. Steele was 
never paid by the FBI for any of the reports or information that he provided 
concerning Carter Page or connections between the Russian government and the 
Trump campaign. 

After Steele was closed as an FBI CHS, Crossfire Hurricane agents continued 
to receive information from him through a conduit, Department attorney Bruce Ohr, 
who at the time was an Associate Deputy Attorney General in the Office of the 
Deputy Attorney General (ODAG). Ohr had known Steele, through work, since at 
least 2007 and, starting in July 2016, Steele had contacted Ohr on multiple 
occasions to discuss information from Steele's reports. At Steele's suggestion, Ohr 
also met in August and December 2016 with Glenn Simpson, the owner of Fusion 
GPS, which Ohr's wife had worked for as an independent contractor through 
September 2016. During those meetings, Simpson provided Ohr with several of 

8 According to the other U.S. government agency, "operational contact," as that term is used 
in the memorandum about Page, provides "Contact Approval," which allows the other agency to 
contact and discuss sensitive information with a U.S. person and to co!lect information from that 
person via "passive debriefing," or debriefing a person of information that is within the knowledge of 
an individual and has been acquired through the normal course of that individual's 
activities. According to the U.S. government agency, a "Contact Approval" does not allow for 
operational use of a U.S. person or tasking of that person. 

6 
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Steele's election reports. Ohr also communicated with a senior State Department 
official concerning, among other matters, the Steele reporting. Between the date of 
Steele's closing as an FBI CHS in November 2016 and May 15, 2017, Ohr met with 
the FBI on 13 occasions. In his meetings with the FBI, Ohr provided the FBI with 
information that Steele had provided to him, the Steele election reports that Ohr 
had received from Simpson, as well as a thumb drive containing information Ohr 
had received from his wife that contained open source research she had compiled 
while working for Fusion GPS. Department leaders, including Ohr's supervisors 
within ODAG, were unaware of Ohr's meetings with Steele, Simpson, the FBI, or 
the State Department, or of Ohr's wife's connection to Fusion GPS, until late 
November 2017, when Congress requested information from the Department 
regarding Ohr's activities. 

As the FBI's Crossfire Hurricane investigation proceeded, the Department 
submitted three renewal applications to the FISC seeking authority to continue FISA 
surveillance of Carter Page. Corney and Yates approved the first renewal 
application, Corney and then Acting Attorney General Dana Boente approved the 
second renewal, and then Acting FBI Director Andrew McCabe and then Deputy 
Attorney General (DAG) Rod Rosenstein approved the third renewal. In total, at 
the request of the FBI, the Department filed four FISA applications, each of which 
was granted by the FISC: the first FISA application on October 21, 2016, and three 
renewal applications on January 12, April 7, and June 29, 2017. A different FISC 
judge considered each application before issuing the requested orders, which 
collectively resulted in approximately 11 months of FISA coverage of Carter Page 
from October 21, 2016, until September 22, 2017. 

Each of the FISA orders issued by the FISC authorized the U.S. government 
to condu · eillance •••••••• ar etin Carter for a 
p . M 

The orders expressly limited the electronic surveillance 
to only 

specifically identified in the order and in the manner specified by the order. 
Further, the orders required the government to adhere to standard procedures 
designed to minimize the government's acquisition and retention of non-public 
information about a U.S. person that did not constitute foreign intelligence 
information. At the request of the government, the orders also included special 
procedures restricting access to acquired information to only those individuals 
assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation (and their supervisors), which the 
Department interpreted to include Department attorneys and officials assisting in 
and overseeing the investigation. The orders also required higher approval than 
would normally be required before disseminating the information outside the FBI. 

7 
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In April and May 2017, following news reports that the FBI had obtained a 
FISA for Carter Page, Page gave interviews to news outlets denying that he had 
collected intelligence for the Russian government and asserting instead that he had 
previously assisted U.S. government agencies. Shortly before the FBI filed the final 
renewal application with the FISC in mid-June 2017, and in response to concerns 
expressed by the investigative team and NSD about Page's claim, an FBI OGC 
Attorney emailed the U.S. government agency that had provided information to the 
FBI in August 2016, referenced above, about its prior interactions with Carter Page 
to inquire about Page's past status. The other U.S. government agency's liaison to 
the Crossfire Hurricane team responded by email to the FBI OGC attorney by 
directing the attorney to a memoranda previously sent to the FBI by the other U.S. 
government agency informing the FBI that Page had been approved as an 
operational contact for the other agency from 2008 to 2013. The email also stated, 
using the other agency's terminology, that it was the other agency liaison's 
recollection that Page had prior interactions with that other agency. However, 
when asked by one of the supervisory special agents (SSA) on the Crossfire 
Hurricane team {who was going to be the affiant on the final FISA renewal 
application) about Page's prior interactions with that other agency, the OGC 
Attorney advised the SSA that Page was "never a source" for the other U.S. 
government agency. In addition, the OGC Attorney altered the email that the other 
U.S. government agency had sent to the OGC Attorney so that the email 
inaccurately stated that Page was "not a source" for the other agency; the OGC 
Attorney then forwarded the altered email to the SSA. Shortly thereafter, on June 
29, 2017, the SSA served as the affiant on the final renewal application, which was 
again silent about Page's prior relationship with the other U.S. government agency. 

On July 12, 2018, while the OIG's review was ongoing, NSD submitted a 
letter to the FISC advising the court of certain factual omissions in the Carter Page 
FISA applications that had come to NSD's attention after the final renewal 
application was filed on June 29, 2017.9 The Department's letter stated that, 
despite the omissions, it was the Department's view that the applications contained 
sufficient information to support the FISC's earlier probable cause findings as to 
Page. 

On March 28, 2018, the OIG publicly announced that, in response to requests 
from the Attorney General and Members of Congress, it had initiated this review to 
examine: 

• Whether the Department and the FBI complied with legal requirements 
and applicable policies and procedures in FISA applications filed with 
the FISC relating to surveillance of Carter Page; 

• What information was known to the Department and FBI at the time 
the applications were filed about Christopher Steele; and 

9 At the time of this letter, NSD was unaware of the numerous factual assertions made in the 
FISA applications that were inaccurate, incomplete, or unsupported by appropriate documentation that 
the OIG identified during the course of our review and that we detail in this report. 

8 
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• How the Department's and FBI's relationships and communications 
with Steele related to the FISA applications.10 

In addition, during the OIG's Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 
2016 Election, we discovered text messages and instant messages between some 
FBI employees, using FBI mobile devices and computers, which expressed 
statements of hostility toward then candidate Trump and expressed statements of 
support for then candidate Clinton. 11 Because some of the FBI employees 
responsible for those communications, including Section Chief Peter Strzok and FBI 
Attorney Lisa Page, also had involvement in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, 
we examined whether their communications evidencing a potential bias affected 
investigative decisions made in Crossfire Hurricane. 12 We also examined, where 
available, the government emails, text messages, and instant messages of all 
Department and FBI employees who played a substantive role in Crossfire 
Hurricane to determine if there were any additional communications evidencing a 
potential bias and, if so, whether the views expressed influenced any investigative 
decisions. 

The March 28, 2018 OIG announcement also stated that "if circumstances 
warrant, the OIG will consider including other issues that may arise during the 
course of the review." In May 2018, in response to Rosenstein's request, the OIG 
added to the scope of this review to determine whether the FBI infiltrated or 
surveilled the Trump campaign. Accordingly, we examined the FBI's use of CHSs in 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, up through November 8, 2016 (the date of 
the 2016 U.S. elections} to evaluate whether the FBI had placed any CHSs within 
the Trump campaign or tasked any CHSs to report on the Trump campaign, and, if 
so, whether any such use of CHSs was in violation of applicable Department and 
FBI policies or was politically motivated. We subsequently learned of and included 
in our review certain other CHS activities that took place after the 2016 election. 

II. Prior OIG Reports on FISA and Related Issues 

In addition to the requests described above from the Attorney General, the 
Deputy Attorney General, and Members of Congress, our initiation of this review 
was informed by our prior work over the past 15 years on the Department's and 
FBI's use of national security and surveillance authorities, including authorities 
under FISA. This prior OIG work considered the challenges faced by the 
Department and the FBI as they utilized national security authorities while also 
striving to safeguard civil liberties and privacy. In every year since 2006, the OIG's 

10 As part of our review of this issue, the OIG examined the interactions between Ohr and the 
Crossfire Hurricane team as well as Ohr's communications with Steele and Simpson, both before and 
after the FBI closed Steele as a CHS. Our review also examined Ohr's interactions with Department 
attorneys regarding the Manafort criminal case. 

11 DOJ OIG, Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election, 3. 

12 FBI Attorney Lisa Page is not related to Carter Page, the individual affiliated with the Trump 
campaign who was the subject of the FISA surveillance in Crossfire Hurricane. 
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annual report on "Top Management and Performance Challenges Facing the 
Department of Justice has highlighted the difficulty faced by the Department and 
the FBI in maintaining a balance between protecting national security and 
safeguarding civil liberties. 

The OIG's prior oversight work, some of which was congressionally 
mandated, informed our decision to initiate this review. That prior oversight work 
included OIG reviews of the FBI's use of specific FISA authorities, 13 the FBI's use of 
other national security-related surveillance authorities, 14 and the FBI's or other 
Department law enforcement components' use of CHSs and administrative 
subpoenas.15 We also conducted reviews that specifically examined the impact of 

13 DOJ OIG, A Review of the FBI's Handling of Intelligence Information Related to the 
September 11 Attacks, Oversight and Review Division (November 2004), 
https://oig.justice.gov/special/s0606/final.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation's Activities Under Section 702 of the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act Amendments Act of 2008, Oversight and Review Division (September 2012), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/o1601a.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation's Use of Section 215 Order for Business Records, Oversight and 
Review Division {March 2007), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2014/215-Lpdf (accessed November 
12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of the FBI's Use of Section 215 Orders for Business Records in 2006, 
Oversight and Review Division (March 2008), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/215·2008.pdf 
(accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, FBI's Use of Section 215 Orders: Assessment of Progress in 
Implementing Recommendations and Examination of Use in 2007 through 2009, Oversight and Review 
Division Report 15-05 {May 2015), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2015/01505.pdf (accessed 
November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of the FBI's Use of Section 215 Orders for Business Records 
in 2012 through 2014, Oversight and Review Division Report 16·04 (September 2016), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/01604.pdf {accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of 
the FBI's Use of Trap and Trace Devices Under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act in 2007 
through 2009, Oversight and Review Division 15·06 (June 2015}, 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2015/01506.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019). 

14 DOJ OIG, A Review of the Federal Bureau of Investigation's Use of National Security 
Letters, Oversight and Review Division (March 2007), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/NSL· 
2007.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of the FBI's Use of National Security 
Letters: Assessment of Corrective Actions and Examination of NSL Usage in 2006, Oversight and 
Review Division {March 2008), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2014/s1410a.pdf (accessed November 
12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of the Federal Bureau of Investigation's Use of National Security 
Letters: Assessment: of Progress in Implementing Recommendations and Examination of Use in 2007 
through 2009, Oversight and Review Division (August 2014), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2014/s1408.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation's Use of Exigent Letters and Other Informal Requests for 
Telephone Records, Oversight and Review Division (January 2010), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2014/01411.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DO) OIG, A Review of 
the Department of Justice's Involvement with the President's Surveillance Program, Oversight and 
Review Division (July 2009), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/PSP-01·08·16·vol-3.pdf (accessed 
November 12, 2019). 

15 DOJ OIG, Audit of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives' Management 
and Oversight of Confidential Informants, Audit Division 17-17 (March 2017), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2017/a1717,pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, Audit of the 
Drug Enforcement Administration's Confidential Source Policies and Oversight of Higher-Risk 
Confidential Sources, Audit Division 15·28 (July 2015), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2015/a1528.pdf 
{accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, Audit of the Drug Enforcement Administration's 
Management and Oversight of its Confidential Source Program, Audit Division 16·33 (September 
2016), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/a1633.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, 
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the FBI's use of investigative authorities on U.S. persons engaged in activities that 
are protected by the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.16 

III. Methodology 

During the course of this review, the OIG conducted over 170 interviews 
involving more than 100 witnesses. These interviews included former FBI Director 
Corney, former Attorney General Loretta Lynch, former DAG Yates, former Acting 
Attorney General and Acting DAG and current FBI General Counsel Dana Boente, 
former FBI Deputy Director McCabe, former DAG Rod Rosenstein, former FBI 
General Counsel James Baker, FBI agents, analysts, and supervisors who worked 
on the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, attorneys from the FBI's National Security 
and Cyber Law Branch, NSD attorneys who prepared or reviewed the FISA 
applications, Department attorneys from ODAG who reviewed the FISA 
applications, former and current members of the FBI's senior executive leadership, 
Department attorney Bruce Ohr and his wife, Nellie Ohr, and additional Department 
attorneys who supervised and worked with Ohr on matters relevant to this review. 

The OIG also interviewed witnesses who were not current or former 
Department employees regarding their interactions with the FBI on matters falling 
with the scope of this review, including Christopher Steele and employees of other 
U.S. government agencies.17 Steele provided the OIG with access to, but not 
copies of, memoranda regarding interactions he had with FBI personnel and Bruce 
Ohr in 2010, 2011, and 2016. Steele represented to us that he drafted the 
memoranda shortly after each interaction. In addition, we reviewed relevant 
information that other U.S. government agencies provided to the FBI in the course 
of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Because the activities of other agencies 
were not within the scope of this review, we did not seek to obtain records from 
them that the FBI never received or reviewed, except for a limited amount of State 

Public Summary of the Addendum to the Audit of the Drug Enforcement Administration's Management 
and Oversight of its Confidential Source Program, Audit Division 16·33a (March 2017), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2017/a1633a.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review 
of the Drug Enforcement Administration '.s Use of Administrative Subpoenas to Collect or Exploit Bulk 
Data, Oversight and Review Division 19-01 (March 2019), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2019/01901.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, The Federal 
Bureau of Investigation's Management of Confidential Case Funds and Telecommunication Costs, Audit 
Division 18-03 (January 2008), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/FBI/a0803/final.pdf (accessed 
November 12, 2019). 

16 DOJ OIG, A Review of the FBI's Investigative Activities Concerning Potential Protesters at 
the 2004 Democratic and Republican National Political Conventions, Oversight and Review Division 
{April 2006), https://oig.justice.gov/special/s0604/final.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, 
A Review of the FBI's Investigations of Certain Domestic Advocacy Groups, Oversight and Review 
Division (September 2010), https://oig.justice.gov/special/s1009r.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019}. 

17 According to Steele, his cooperation with our investigation 
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Department records relating to Steele.18 Additionally, our review also did not seek 
to independently determine whether corroboration existed for the Steele election 
reporting; rather, our review was focused on information that was available to the 
FBI prior to and during the pendency of the Carter Page FISAs that related to the 
Steele reporting. 

Two witnesses, Glenn Simpson and Jonathan Winer (a former State 
Department official), declined our requests for voluntary interviews, and we were 
unable to compel their testimony.19 The OIG does not have authority to subpoena 
for testimony former Department employees or third parties who may have 
relevant information about an FBI or Department program or operation. 20 Certain 
former FBI employees who agreed to interviews, including Corney and Baker, chose 
not to request that their security clearances be reinstated for their OIG interviews. 
Therefore, we were unable to provide classified information or documents to them 
during their interviews to develop their testimony, or to assist their recollections of 
relevant events. 

We also received and reviewed more than one million documents that were 
in the Department's and FBI's possession. Among these were electronic 
communications of Department and FBI employees and documents from the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation, including interview reports (FD-302s and 
Electronic Communications or ECs), contemporaneous notes from agents, analysts, 
and supervisors involved in case-related meetings, documents describing and 
analyzing Steele's reporting and information obtained through FISA coverage on 

18 In this review, we also did not seek to assess the actions taken by or information available 
to U.S. government agencies outside the Department of Justice, as those agencies are outside our 
jurisdiction. 

19 The OIG did not seek to interview Carter Page or any other subject in the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation because their actions were not the focus of our review. Rather, consistent 
with the OIG's jurisdiction, we examined the actions of the FBI and Department. In response to a 
request from Page to review a draft of our report, the OIG advised Page in correspondence in 
November 2019 that the OIG would notify him of the report's anticipated release date shortly before 
the report is made public. This courtesy is consistent with the OIG's practice in other matters where 
the actions we reviewed affected the personal interests of a private citizen. 

20 In 2016, Congress passed the "Inspector General Empowerment Act" (IGEA) (P. L. 114-
317). Timely completion of this review would not have been possible without the IGEA's statutory 
darification that OIGs must be granted access to all agency records and information, induding highly 
sensitive records, such as FISA materials. We note that the Department and the FBI gave us broad 
and timely access to all such material, and provided us with their full cooperation. 

Earlier versions of the IGEA also induded a provision to authorize all OIGs to issue testimonial 
subpoenas (the Department of Defense OIG already has such authority, as does the Health and 
Human Services OIG in certain circumstances), but the provision was removed from the IGEA prior to 
its passage. The OIG would have directly benefited from the ability to subpoena former government 
and non-government individuals in this review. In addition to being able to compel the testimony of 
the small number of individuals who did not testify voluntarily, the ability to subpoena witnesses 
would have expedited completion of the review, as multiple individuals only agreed to interviews at a 
late stage in the review. In September 2018, the House of Representatives unanimously passed 
legislation that would provide testimonial subpoena authority to OIGs. No similar legislation has been 
introduced in the current Congress. 
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Carter Page, and draft and final versions of materials used to prepare the FISA 
applications and renewals filed with the FISC. 21 We also obtained documents from 
attorneys and supervisors in NSD, Criminal Division (CRM), ODAG, and the Office of 
the Attorney General (OAG). 

As with the OIG's Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election, 
we obtained electronic communications between and among FBI agents, analysts, 
and supervisors, and FBI and Department officials to understand what happened 
during the investigation and identify what was known by the members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team as the investigation progressed. In addition to a large 
volume of unclassified and classified emails, we received and reviewed hundreds of 
thousands of text messages and instant messages to or from FBI personnel who 
worked on the investigation.22 We also were provided with and reviewed 
transcripts of testimony from numerous witnesses who participated in hearings 
jointly conducted during the 115th Congress by the House Committee on the 
Judiciary and the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. 

Our review included the examination of highly classified information. We 
were given broad access to relevant materials by the Department and the FBI, 
including emails, text messages, and instant messages from both the FBl's Top 
Secret SCINet and Secret FBINet systems, as well as access to the FBI's classified 
Delta database, which FBI agents use to record their interactions with, and 
information received from, CHSs. Chapter Ten provides more information on the 
methodology we employed to examine the FBI's use of CHSs. 

As with the OIG's handling of past reviews, we did not analyze all of the 
decisions made during the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Rather, we reviewed 
the issues described below in Section IV of this chapter. Moreover, our role in this 
review was not to second-guess discretionary judgments by Department personnel 
about whether to open an investigation, or specific judgment calls made during the 
course of an investigation, where those decisions complied with or were authorized 
by Department rules, policies, or procedures. we do not criticize particular 
decisions merely because we might have recommended a different investigative 
strategy or tactic based on the facts learned during our investigation. The question 
we considered was not whether a particular investigative decision was ideal or could 
have been handled more effectively, but whether the Department and the FBI 
complied with applicable legal requirements, policies, and procedures in taking the 
actions we reviewed or, alternatively, whether the circumstances surrounding the 

21 We did not review the entirety of FISA obtained through FISA surveillance • 
targeting Carter Page. We reviewed only those documents - under FISA 

authority that were pertinent to our review. 
22 During our review, we identified a small number of text messages and instant messages, 

beyond those discussed in the OIG's Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election, in 
which FBI employees involved in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation discussed political issues and 
candidates. Unlike the messages in the OIG's Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 
Election, the messages here did not raise significant questions of potential bias or improper motivation 
because of the potential connection to investigative activity. 
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decision indicated that it was based on inaccurate or incomplete information, or 
considerations other than the merits of the investigation. If the explanations we 
were given for a particular decision were consistent with legal requirements, 
policies and procedures, reflected rational investigative strategy and were not 
unreasonable, we did not conclude that the decision was based on improper 
considerations in the absence of documentary or testimonial evidence to the 
contrary. 23 

IV. Structure of the Report 

This report consists of twelve chapters. The public version of this report 
contains limited redactions of information that the FBI and other agencies 
determined ls classified or too sensitive for public release. 24 Following this 
introduction, Chapter Two summarizes relevant Department and FBI policies 
concerning counterintelligence investigations, including the policies governing the 
FBI's use of CHSs and FISA authority in the context of counterintelligence 
investigations. 

In Chapter Three, we provide an overview of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, including the information that predicated the investigation, the 
identification of the subjects of the investigation, the organization and staffing of 
the Crossfire Hurricane team, and the involvement of Department and FBI 
leadership. We also describe the context surrounding the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, in particular the conclusion by the USIC that the Russian government 
was attempting to interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections. In Chapter Four, we 
discuss the FBI's receipt and evaluation of Information from Steele up and through 
the first Carter Page FISA application. In Chapter Five, we describe the preparation 
of the first FISA application which, once granted by the FISC, authorized FISA 
surveillance of Carter Page. We also describe instances in which information in the 
first FISA application was inaccurate, incomplete, or unsupported by appropriate 
documentation. 

Chapter Six discusses the FBI's activities involving Steele after the first FISA 
application, including the FBI's decision to close Steele as a CHS and the FBl's 
efforts to assess Steele's election reports. Chapter Seven describes the three 
renewal applications for FISA surveillance of Carter Page as the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation proceeded. In Chapter Eight, we discuss a letter NSD sent to the FISC 

23 As part of the standard practice in our reviews, we provided a draft copy of this report to 
the Department and the FBI to conduct a factual accuracy review. Also consistent with our standard 
practice, we contacted individuals who were interviewed as part of the review and whose conduct is 
addressed in this report, and certain other witnesses, to provide them an opportunity to review the 
portions of the report that pertain to their testimony to the OIG. Wlth limited exceptions, these 
witnesses availed themselves of this opportunity, and we provided those who did conduct such a 
review with the opportunity to provide oral or written comments directly to the OIG concerning the 
portions they reviewed, consistent with rules to protect classified information. 

24 Consistent with our standard practice, we provided a draft copy of this report to the 
Department and the FBI, and as appropriate, other government agencies, for the purpose of 
conducting a classification review and providing final classification markings. 
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in July 2018, about one year after the final renewal application was filed, outlining 
omissions from the FISA applications. We also describe additional instances of 
inaccurate, incomplete, or undocumented information in the three FISA renewal 
applications that were not identified in NSD's letter. 

In Chapter Nine, we discuss the interactions between Ohr and the Crossfire 
Hurricane team, Ohr's communications with Steele and Simpson, both before and 
after the FBI closed Steele as a CHS, and Ohr's interactions with Department 
attorneys regarding the Manafort criminal case. Chapter Ten discusses the FBI's 
use of CHSs other than Steele and its use of Undercover Employees (UCEs) as part 
of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. We also describe several individuals we 
identified who had either a connection to candidate Trump or a role in the Trump 
campaign, and were also FBI CHSs, and provide the reasons such individuals were 
not tasked as part of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Finally, we describe the 
attendance of an SSA on the Crossfire Hurricane team at counterintelligence 
briefings given to the presidential candidates and certain campaign advisors. 

Chapter Eleven contains our analysis of the factual information presented in 
Chapters Three through Ten. Chapter Twelve provides our conclusions and our nine 
recommendations. 

Appendix One to this report contains a chart illustrating the results of our 
review of the FBI's compliance with the FISA "Woods Procedures" that are 
described in Chapter Two. Appendix Two is the FBI's official response to this report 
and the report's recommendations. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
APPLICABLE LAWS AND DEPARTMENT AND FBI POLICIES 

In this chapter, we describe the standards set forth in the Attorney General's 
Guidelines for Domestic FBI Operations (AG Guidelines) and implemented through 
the FBI's Domestic Investigations and Operations Guide (DIOG) and the 
Counterintelligence Division (CD) Policy Directive and Policy Guide (CDPG} for the 
opening of predicated counterintelligence investigations. We then describe the 
FBI's process for opening and overseeing Sensitive Investigative Matters (SIMs), 
such as those involving political candidates or officials. Next, we discuss relevant 
policies governing the use and handling of Confidential Human Sources (CHS), 
focusing on the validation process, the use of sub-sources, and the continued 
receipt of Intelligence from a closed CHS. 

We then summarize the legal standards for obtaining approval to conduct 
electronic surveillance and physical searches under the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978 {FISA), as well as the procedural steps, approval and 
certification standards, and accuracy requirements necessary to obtain such 
approvals. Because our review focuses on the process the FBI used to obtain 
authorization to conduct electronic surveillance and physical searches targeting 
Carter Page, the discussion of FISA in this chapter is limited to the provisions 
applicable to these authorities. We also describe government ethics regulations 
concerning conflicts of interests that apply to certain events discussed in Chapter 
Nine. 

Finally, we discuss examples of other Department and FBI policies regulating 
investigative activity that could potentially impact civil liberties, including policies 
that address when someone acting on behalf of the FBI becomes a member of, or 
participates in, the activity of an organization without disclosing their FBI affiliation 
to an appropriate official of the organization, and when investigative actions involve 
members of the news media, White House personnel, and Members of Congress. 

I. FBI Counterintelligence Investigations 

The FBI has the authority to investlgate federal crimes that are not 
exclusively assigned to other agencies.25 In addition, under Executive Order (EO) 
12333 and various statutory authorities, the FBI has the primary domestic 
responsibility for investigating threats within the United States to the national 
security. Such threats are defined to include the following: 

• International terrorism; 

• Espionage and other intelligence activities, sabotage, and 
assassination, conducted by, for, or on behalf of foreign powers, 
organizations, or persons; 

25 See AG Guidelines§ A.1; DIOG §§ 6.4.1, 7.4.1. 
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• Foreign computer intrusion; and 

• Other matters determined by the Attorney General, consistent with 
E.O. 12333 or any successor order. 

Beyond these investigative functions, the FBI also serves as a domestic 
intelligence agency and has the authority to collect and analyze foreign intelligence 
as a member of the U.S. Intelligence Community (USIC).26 

The standards that the FBI must follow when conducting investigative and 
intelligence gathering activities are set forth in the AG Guidelines and implemented 
through the DIOG. The AG Guidelines and the DIOG both require that FBI 
investigations be undertaken for an authorized purpose-that is, "to detect, obtain 
information about, or prevent or protect against federal crimes or threats to the 
national security or to collect foreign intelligence."27 The DIOG requires that the 
authorized purpose be "well-founded and well-documented," and states that this 
threshold requirement is a safeguard intended to ensure that FBI employees 
respect the constitutional rights of Americans. Under both the AG Guidelines and 
the DIOG, no investigation may be conducted for the sole purpose of monitoring 
activities protected by the First Amendment or the lawful exercise of other rights 
secured by the Constitution or laws of the United States. 28 However, the DIOG also 
recognizes that 

the law does not preclude FBI employees from observing and collecting 
any of the forms of protected speech and considering its content-as 
long as those activities are done for a valid law enforcement or 
national security purpose and are conducted in a manner that does not 
unduly infringe upon the ability of the speaker to deliver his or her 
message.29 

Balancing individual rights and the FBI's legitimate investigative needs requires "a 
rational relationship between the authorized purpose and the protected speech to 
be collected such that a reasonable person with knowledge of the circumstances 
could understand why the information is being collected."30 

The AG Guidelines recognize that activities subject to investigation as 
"threats to the national security" also may involve violations or potential violations 
of federal criminal laws, or may serve important purposes outside the ambit of 
normal criminal investigation and prosecution by informing national security 
decisions.31 Given such potential overlaps in subject matter, the AG Guidelines 

26 See AG Guidelines §§ A.2, B. 

47 AG Guidelines§ II.B.l; DIOG § 7.2.; see also AG Guidellnes §§ I.B.1, II; DIOG §§ 2.2.l, 
6.2. 

28 See AG Guidelines§§ I.B.1, I.C.3; DIOG § 4.1.2. 
29 D!OG § 4.2. 1. 

30 DIOG § 4,2.1. 

31 See AG Guidelines § A.2. 
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state that the FBI is not required to differently label its activities as criminal 
investigations, national security investigations, or foreign intelligence collection, nor 
is It required to segregate FBI personnel based on the subject areas in which they 
operate. Rather, the AG Guidelines state that, where an authorized purpose exists, 
all of the FBI's legal authorities are available for deployment in all cases to which 
they apply. 32 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG require that the "least intrusive" means or 
method be "considered" when selecting investigative techniques and, "if reasonable 
based upon the circumstances of the investigation," be used to obtain information 
instead of a more intrusive method.33 In choosing whether an investigative method 
is appropriate, the DIOG requires FBI agents to balance the level of intrusion 
against the investigative needs, particularly where the information sought involves 
clearly established constitutional, statutory, or evidentiary rights, or sensitive 
circumstances. Considerations include the seriousness of the crime or national 
security threat; the strength and significance of the intelligence or information to be 
gained; the amount of information already known about the subject or group under 
investigation; and the requirements of operational security, including protection of 
sources and methods. 34 The DIOG states that the degree of procedural protection 
the law and Department and FBI policy provide for the use of a particular 
investigative method helps to determine its intruslveness.35 According to the DIOG, 
search warrants, wiretaps, and undercover operations are considered to be very 
intrusive, while database searches and communication with established sources are 
less intrusive.36 The least Intrusive method principle reflects an attempt to balance 
the FBI's ability to effectively conduct investigations with the potential negative 
impact an investigation can have on the privacy and civil liberties of individuals 
encompassed within an investigation.37 However, the DIOG states that 
investigators "must not hesitate to use any lawful method consistent with the [AG 
Guidelines} when the degree of intrusiveness is warranted in light of the 
seriousness of the matter concerned.'138 According to the DIOG, "[i]n the final 
analysis, choosing the method that [most} appropriately balances the impact on 
privacy and civil liberties with operational needs, is a matter of judgment, based on 
training and experience. "39 

Where the authorized purpose involves a threat to the national security, the 
AG Guidelines require the FBI to coordinate with other Department components, 

32 see AG Guidelines § A, II. 
33 see AG Guidelines§ I.C.2; OIOG § 4.4.1. 
34 See OIOG § 4.4.4. 
35 See OIOG § 4.4.3. 

36 See D!OG § 4.4.3. 

37 See DIOG § 4.4.4. 

• 8 See OIOG § 4.1.l(F). 

39 see DIOG § 4.4.5. 
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specifically including the National Security Division (NSD), and to share information 
with other agencies with national security responsibilities, including other USIC 
agencies, the Department of Homeland Security, and the White House. Section 
VI.D of the AG Guidelines governs the FBI's responsibility to provide information 
concerning threats to the national security to NSD and to the White House. Where 
there is "compromising" information about U.S. officials or political organizations, or 
information concerning activities of U.S. persons intended to affect the political 
process, the FBI may disseminate it to the White House with the approval of the 
Attorney General, based on a determination that the dissemination is needed for 
foreign intelligence purposes, to protect against international terrorism or other 
threats to the national security, or for the conduct of foreign affairs.40 

A. Predicated Investigations 

Where the FBI has an authorized purpose and factual predication-that is, 
allegations, reports, facts or circumstances indicative of possible criminal activity or 
a national security threat, or the potential for acquiring information responsive to 
foreign Intelligence requirements-it may initiate an investigation. The predication 
requirement is not a legal requirement but rather a prudential one lmposed by 
Department and FBI policy.41 

Predicated investigations that concern federal crimes or threats to the 
national security are divided into Preliminary Investigations and Full 
Investigations.42 Preliminary Investigations may be opened on the basis of any 
"allegation or information" indicative of possible criminal activity or threats to the 
national security. Authorized investigative methods in Preliminary Investigations 
include all lawful methods (to include CHS and UCE operations) except mail 
opening, search warrants, electronic surveillance requiring a judicial order or 
warrant (Title III or FISA), or requests under Title VII of FISA. A Preliminary 
Investigation may also be converted to a Full Investigation if the available 
information provides predication for a Full Investigation. 43 As described in more 
detail in Chapter Three, both Crossfire Hurricane and an earlier counterintelligence 
investigation on Carter Page were initiated as Full Investigations, and thus we focus 
on the requirements for this level of predicated investigation.44 

40 See AG Guidelines § VI.D.2.b. 
41 For example, the Supreme Court has held that the Department and FBI can lawfully open a 

federal criminal grand jury investigation even in the absence of predication. See United States v. 
Morton Salt, 338 U.S. 632, 642-43 (1950) (a grand jury "can investigate merely on suspicion that the 
law is being violated, or even just because it wants assurance that it is not"}; see also United States v. 
R. Enterprises, 498 U.S. 292, 297 (1991). 

42 See AG Guidelines § II.B.3. 
43 See AG Guidelines§§ II.B.3, II.B.4; DIOG §§ 6.1, 6.4, 6.6, 6.7.2, 6.9 (Preliminary 

Investigations); DIOG §§ 7.5, 7.6, 7.7.3, 7.9 (Full Investigations). 
44 In addition to predicated investigations, the AG Guidelines and the DIOG also authorize the 

FBI to use relatively non-intrusive means to conduct assessments when it receives or obtains 
allegations or other information concerning crimes or threats to the national security. Assessments 
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Under Section II.B.3 of the AG Guidelines and Section 7 of the DIOG, the FBI 
may open a Full Investigation if there is an "articulable factual basis" that 
reasonably Indicates one of the following circumstances exists: 

• An activity constituting a federal crime or a threat to the national 
security has or may have occurred, is or may be occurring, or will or 
may occur and the investigation may obtain information relating to the 
activity or the involvement or role of an individual, group, or 
organization in such activity; 

• An individual, group, organization, entity, information, property, or 
activity is or may be a target of attack, victimization, acquisition, 
infiltration, or recruitment in connection with criminal activity in 
violation of federal law or a threat to the national security and the 
investigation may obtain information that would help to protect against 
such activity or threat; or 

• The investigation may obtain foreign intelligence that is responsive to 
a requirement that the FBI collect positive foreign intelligence-i.e., 
Information relating to the capabilities, intentions, or activities of 
foreign governments or elements thereof, foreign organizations or 
foreign persons, or international terrorists. 

The DIOG provides examples of information that is sufficient to initiate a Full 
Investigation, including corroborated information from an intelligence agency 
stating that an individual is a member of a terrorist group, or a threat to a specific 
individual or group made on a blog combined with additional information connecting 
the blogger to a known terrorist group. 45 

A Full Investigation may be opened if there is an "articulable factual basis" of 
possible criminal or national threat activity. When opening a Full Investigation, an 
FBI employee must certify that an authorized purpose and adequate predication 
exist; that the investigation is not based solely on the exercise of First Amendment 
rights or certain characteristics of the subject, such as race, religion, national 
origin, or ethnicity; and that the investigation Is an appropriate use of personnel 
and financial resources. The factual predication must be documented in an 
electronic communication (EC) or other form, and the case initiation must be 
approved by the relevant FBI personnel, which, in most instances, can be a 
Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) in a field office or at Headquarters. As described 
in more detail below, if an investigation is designated as a Sensitive Investigative 
Matter, that designation must appear in the caption or heading of the opening EC, 
and special approval requirements apply. 

require an authorized purpose but no particular factual predication, and are the lowest level of 
investigation permitted under the AG Guidelines and the DIOG. See AG Guidelines§ II.A; DIOG § 5.2. 
The investigations opened on Carter Page were not assessments. 

45 DIOG § 7.5. 

20 



10473

191 

All lawful investigative methods may be used in a Full Investigation, including 
electronic surveillance and physical searches under FISA.46 However, as described 
above, the FBI must consider the least intrusive means or method to accomplish 
the operational objectives of the investigation. 

B. Sensitive Investigative Matters (SIM) 

The DIOG states that certain investigative matters, known as Sensitive 
Investigative Matters or SIMs, should be brought to the attention of FBI 
management and Department officials, as described in further detail below, 
because of the possibility of public notoriety and sensitivity.47 Section 10.1.2.1 of 
the DIOG, in relevant part, defines a SIM as an assessment or predicated 
investigation of the activities of a domestic public official or domestic political 
candidate (involving corruption or a threat to the national security), or a domestic 
political organization or an individual prominent in such an organization. The term 
"domestic pol!tical candidate" includes an individual who is seeking nomination or 
election to federal or other political office, while the term "domestic political 
organization" includes, in relevant part, a committee or group formed to elect an 
individual to public office. Under the DIOG, if an assessment or predicated 
investigation concerns a person prominent in a "domestic political organization" but 
not the political organization itself, it nonetheless must be treated as a SIM.48 

Section 10.1.3 of the DIOG states that the following factors are to be 
considered when deciding to open a SIM: 

• The seriousness or severity of the violation or threat; 

• The significance of the information sought to the violation or threat; 

• The probability that the proposed course of action will be successful; 

• The risk of public exposure, and if there is such a risk, the adverse 
impact or the perception of the adverse impact on civil liberties and 
public confidence; and 

• The risk to the national security or the public welfare if the proposed 
course of action is not approved (i.e., the risk of doing nothing). 

The DIOG cautions that, when conducting a SIM, the FBI should take 
particular care to consider whether a planned course of action is the least intrusive 
method if reasonable, based upon the circumstances of the investigation. 49 As 
noted above, when balancing the needs of the investigation and the intrusiveness 
of an investigative method, the FBI must consider the seriousness of the crime or 
national security threat, the strength and significance of the intelligence or 

46 See AG Guidelines§ rI.B.4(b)(ii}; see also DIOG §§ 7.9, 18.7.1. 
47 DIOG § 10.1.1 
48 See DIOG § 10.1.2.2.3. 
49 See DIOG § 10.1.3 
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information to be gained, the amount of information already known about the 
subject or group under investigation, and the requirements of operational security, 
including protection of sources and methods. so 

The DIOG and CDPG impose special approval and notification requirements 
for initiating a Full Investigation of a U.S. person relating to a threat to the national 
security or any investigation involving a SIM. When a case is opened and 
designated a SIM by FBI Headquarters, these include review by the FBI Office of 
the General Counsel (OGC), approval by the FBI Headquarters operational Section 
Chief (SC), and notification to NSD.51 At NSD, counterintelligence investigations fall 
within the purview of the Counterintelligence and Export Control Section (CES), 
which has the responsibility of supervising and coordinating, among other things, 
the criminal investigation and prosecution of national security cases, except 
counterterrorism cases, nationwide. CES receives a steady volume of investigation 
notifications from the FBI, referred to as letterhead memoranda or LHMs, and on 
counterintelligence matters CES officials meet regularly with officials from the FBI's 
Counterintelligence Division. 

II. Department and FBI Policies Governing the Use of Confidential 
Human Sources (CHS) 

CHSs play a crucial role in the FBI's efforts to combat crime and protect 
national security. CHSs provide the FBI with information and insights about the 
inner workings of criminal, terrorist, and espionage networks that otherwise would 
be unavailable. The intelligence that CHSs generate has enabled the FBI to thwart 
terrorist plots, combat intelligence gathering by malign foreign actors, and collect 
critical evidence for criminal prosecutions. 

A. Risk Management Issues Related to CHSs 

The operation of CHSs carries numerous risks, both for the CHSs and for law 
enforcement. 52 CHSs oftentimes place themselves in significant danger because 

so See DIOG § 4.4.4. 
51 The DIOG states ~an appropriate NSD official# should be notified and provides a genera! 

email account for notification. See DIOG §§ 7.7, 7.10, DIOG Appendix G § G.9.1 (classified); CDPG § 
3.1.2. 

52 The OIG has conducted numerous reviews of the CHS Programs at the Department's law 
enforcement components, including most recently the OIG's Audit of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation's Management of its Confidential Human Source Validation Processes, Audit Division 
Report 20-009 (November 2019), http://oig.justice.gov/reports/20l9/a20009.pdf (accessed 
December 1, 2019). See also DOJ OIG, Audit of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 
Explosives' Management and Oversight of Confidential Informants, Audit Division 17-17 {March 2017), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2017 /al 717 .pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, Audit of the 
Drug Enforcement Administration's Confidential Source Policies and Oversight of Higher-Risk 
Confidential Sources, Audit Division 15-28 (July 2015), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2015/a1528.pdf 
(accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, Audit of the Drug Enforcement Administration's 
Management and Oversight of its Confidential Source Program, Audit Division 16-33 (September 
2016), https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/a1633.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); DOJ OIG, 
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disclosure of their cooperation with the FBI can result in retaliation by the persons 
on whom they are reporting, including physical abuse and even death. Maintaining 
the confidential nature of the FBI's relationship with its human sources 
consequently is a priority for the FBI and the Department. Without such secrecy, 
the safety of CHSs and the FBI's ability to recruit CHSs would be severely 
jeopardized. 

Law enforcement agencies, including the FBI, also assume various risks when 
utilizing CHSs. Sources may fail to follow instructions and engage in criminal 
activities that are not authorized, or they may tie or otherwise provide inaccurate 
information. In light of these risks, the Department and the FBI have established 
detailed policies to govern the use of CHSs, which seek to mitigate the various risks 
that such use creates. The Department has established AG Guidelines for FBI CHSs 
(AG CHS Guidelines) and baseline risk and mitigation protocols for CHS 
operations.53 The AG CHS Guidelines and protocols require, for example, that the 
FBI: (l} complete an initial suitability or validation review prior to operating a CHS; 
{2) admonish the CHS regarding the parameters of his or her service, such as a 
prohibition on unauthorized illegal activity, and the requirement to abide by the 
FBI's instructions; (3) maintain proper payment documentation; and (4) subject the 
CHS to an on-going validation review, to include quarterly and annual reporting on 
the CHS's activities. 54 Sources that the FBI operates outside of the United States 
are subject to further requirements under a separate set of Attorney General's 
Guidelines. ss 

The FBI's CHS policies provide additional guidance about source operation 
procedures and include the DIOG, the Confidential Human Source Policy Guide 
(CHSPG), and the Confidential Human Source Validation Standards Manual (VSM).56 

Under these policies, FBI case agents (handling agents) are responsible for 
recruiting and operating CHSs, as well as securing approvals for CHS activities and 
maintaining accurate CHS case files. 57 These policies expressly recognize that the 
"FBI must, to the extent practicable, ensure that the information collected from 

Public Summary of the Addendum to the Audit of the Drug Enforcement Administration's Management 
and Oversight of its Confidential Source Program, Audit Division 16-33a (March 2017), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2017/a1633a.pdf (accessed November 12, 2019); 

53 Alberto Gonzales, Attorney General's Guidelines Regarding the Use of FBI Confidential 
Human Sources {"AG CHS Guidelines") {Dec. 13, 2006); James M. Cole, Deputy Attorney General, 
Baseline Risk Assessment and Mitigation Policies for Law Enforcement Operations in Criminal Matters 
(December 7, 2013) at 6-10. 

54 AG CHS Guidelines§§ II.A, II.B, II.C & IV.C.4. 
55 William P. Barr, Attorney General's Guidelines on the Development and Operation of FBI 

Criminal Informants and Cooperative Witnesses in Extraterritorial Jurisdictions (January 15, 1993}; 
See also Confidential Human Source Policy Guide (CHSPG) § 19. 

56 The FBI is in the process of drafting new guidance to replace the Confidential Human 
Source Validation Standards Manual ("VSM"), 0258PG (March 26, 2010). Witnesses we interviewed 
told the OIG that the FBI has changed Its validation process, and no longer follows much of the VSM, 
but it has not yet been replaced by more recent guidance. 

57 DIOG § 18.5.S; CHSPG § l.0; VSM § 1.0. 
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every CHS is accurate and current, and not given to the FBI in an effort to distract, 
mislead, or misdirect FBI organizational or governmental efforts."58 

The CHSPG recognizes that the decision to open an individual as a CHS will 
not only forever affect the life of that individual, but that the FBI wili also be 
viewed, fairly or unfairly, in light of the conduct or misconduct of that individual. 59 

Accordingly, the CHSPG identifies criteria that handling a ents must consider when 
assessin the risks associated with the potential CHS. 

60 These risks must be weighed against the benefits associated with 
use of the potential CHS.61 

Once a CHS has been evaluated and recruited, the CHSPG does not allow for 
tasking until after the CHS has been approved for opening by an FBI SSA; the 
required approvals for a specific tasking have been granted; and the CHS has met 
with the co-handling agent assigned to his or her file, who has the same duties, 
responsibilities, and file access as the handling agent. 62 The CHSPG requires 
additional supervisory approval by a Special Agent in Charge (SAC) and review b a 
Chief Division Counsel CDC to o en CHSs that are "sensitive" sources, 

63 

Before a CHS may be tasked, the CHS must also be admonished by the 
handling agent regarding the nature and parameters of the CHS's relationship with 

58 VSM § LO. 

s9 CHSPG § 3.1. 

6° CHSPG § 3.1. 

62 CHSPG §§ 2.2.1, 4.2. 
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the FBI. 64 Admonishments must also be given to the CHS "whenever it appears 
necessary or prudent to do so, and at least annually."65 The CHSPG contains a list 
of required admonishments, which include that the CHS's assistance to the FBI is 
voluntary; that the CHS must abide by the admonishments of the FBI and must not 
take any independent actions on behalf of the U.S. government; and that the CHS 
must provide truthful information to the FBI. 66 The required admonishments listed 
in the CHSPG do not include a specific statement that the CHS must keep his or her 
relationship with the FBI confidential. 

Exceptions to the requirements of the CHSPG and the DIOG may be made in 
"extraordinary circumstances" and require the approval of the Assistant Director of 
the Directorate of Intelligence. 67 

B. Documenting CHS Activities 

The FBI maintains an automated case management system for all CHS 
records, which the FBI refers to as "Delta."68 The Delta file for each CHS contains 

•70 The handling agent also 
assigns the CHS a , which enables the CHS to sign payment receipts, 
admonishments, and consent forms without indicating the CHS's true identity. 71 

The FBI permanently retains its CHS files, as directed by the National Archives and 
Records Administration (NARA). 72 

Within Delta, handling agents are required to document information reported 
by the CHS, as well as a wide variety of other information, includin interactions 
between the handlin a ent and the CHS, 

64 CHSPG § 5.1. 

65 CHSPG § 5, 1. 

66 CHSPG § 5,2. 

67 CHSPG § 1.5.2. 

68 CHSPG §§ 3.10.1, 16.1.L 

69 CHSPG § 16.1.5. The FBI's CHS Policy requires case agents to enter all communications 
concerning their CHSs into Delta, unless an exemption for "compelling circumstances" has been 
granted. CHSPG § 16.1.2. Even if such an exemption is granted, however, all CHSs must 
nevertheless be "registered" in the FBI's Delta database in a source-opening communication. CHSPG 
§§ 16.1.2, 16.1.4, 

7° CHSPG § 16.2. 
71 CHSPG § 16.3. 

72 CHSPG § 16.1.8. 
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73 Handling agents are also specifically required to document derogatory 
information about the CHS, which the FBI broadly defines as "[i]nformation that 
detracts from the character or standing" of an individual.74 Derogatory information 
can take many forms, including, for example, involvement in criminal activity, drug 
use or possession, financial delinquency or bankruptcy, shifts in beliefs and values, 
unfavorable comments from individuals who know the CHS, undisclosed allegiances, 
or inaccurate or incomplete reporting.75 Documenting derogatory information is 
critical to the CHS risk management process because, as recognized by the CHSPG, 
"past activities and observable characteristics can provide insights that point to 
future control or handling issues, reliability problems, or lack of credibility" on the 
part of the CHS. The OIG has previously recommended that the FBI create a sub­
section within each CHS Delta file that contains, In a single location, all of the 
information concerning the reliability of the CHS, including any red flags, 
derogatory reporting, anomalies, or other counterintelligence concerns. The FBI 
has not implemented this recommendation. 76 

The CHSPG prohibits FBI personnel from disclosing investigative information 
to a CHS, including "the identity of ... actual or potential subjects" of an investigation 
"other than what is strictly necessary for operational reasons. ,rn If an agent 
believes that the disclosure of classified information to a source is necessary, the 
agent is required to obtain authorization from an FBI Assistant Director before 
disclosing the classified information. 

c. Validation Process for CHSs 

Validation is the process used by the FBI to measure the value and mitigate 
the risks associated with the o eration of CHSs. 78 B desi n, the validation process 

73 CHSPG §§ S.l, 16.1.7. 

74 CHSPG § 16.1.7; FBI National Name Check Derogatory Information Policy Implementation 
Guide (FBI NNCPG), 0317PG (July 25, 2010), B-1. 

1• See, e.g., FBI NNCPG § 3.1.1. 

76 See DOJ OIG, A Review of the FBI's Handling and Oversight of FBI Asset Katrina Leung, 
Oversight and Review Division, Special Report (May 2006), 229. 

77 CHSPG § 2.3; see also AG CHS Guidelines§ I.O.5. 
78 VSM § 2.1.1. 

79 VSM § 2.2. 
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• ); 

• ); and 

• 

lete a Field Office Annual Source 
Re 

• 81 FOASRs must be maintained 
in the CHS's Delta validation sub-file, where they are reviewed and approved by the 
SSA and an Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC}, then submitted to the FBI 
Headquarters' Validation Management Unit (VMU), which assesses each CHS for 
continued operation. 82 

SSAs are responsible for daily oversight of CHSs operated by handling agents 
on the SSA's squad. SSAs review all communications regarding those CHSs, and 
perform required reviews of documentation collected in each CHS's Delta file.83 

Every 90 days, the SSA must also complete a Quarterly Supervisory Source Report 
(QSSR) for each CHS operated by a handling agent under that SSA's supervisory 
authority. 84 As part of the QSSR, the SSA must review the Delta file for each CHS 
to note any significant anomalies (for example, potential derogatory information, 
sudden requests for money, or substantial changes in behavior, lifestyle, or 
viewpoint) that occurred in the last 90 days. 85 

VMU independently conducts Human Source Validation Reviews (HSVRs), 
which are separate evaluations of the CHS that are completed, among other 
reasons, because an FBI Field Office or Operational Division has requested 
enhanced review.86 These HSVRs involve: 

• Independent review and analysis of the 
■;87 

• Appropriate traces to ■■■■■■■■■■■■, criminal 
activities, or interactions with other intelligence services, terrorist 
groups, or criminal organizations;88 

ao VSM § 2.1.2. 
81 CHSPG § 16.7; VSM § 4.1.2. 

82 CHSPG §§ 16.7, 4.1.2.1. 
83 CHSPG §§ 2.1.1, 16.7 & 16.8. 

84 CHSPG § 16.8. 
85 CHSPG § 16.8. 

86 VSM §§ 4.1, 4.1.2, 4.1.3 & 4.1.4. 

s7 VSM §§ 4.1.3, 4.1.4. 
88 VSM §§ 4.1.3, 4.1.4. 
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• 

In the validation context, the term "corroborated" has a specific meaning­
that an independent source (for example, 

has rovided the FBI with the same 

The FBI's validation process also addresses the use of sub-sources by a 
CHS. 92 For exam le, the VSM re uires the FOASR to assess the CHS's access to 
information, 

D. Closure and Re-Opening of CHSs 

Closing a CHS requires documentation of the reason for the closure, which 
must be included in the CH S's Delta file. 95 A CHS may be closed for general 
reasons or for cause. General reasons include considerations such as a lack of 
productivity, poor health, or transfer of the handling agent. 96 However, a CHS must 
be closed for cause "if there is grievous action by the CHS or a discovery of 
previously unknown facts or circumstances that make the individual unsuitable for 
use as a CHS."97 Reasons that justify closing a CHS for cause include commission 

89 VSM §§ 4.1.4, 4.1.4.1. 

90 VSM §§ 4.1.4., 4.1.4.2. 

91 VSM § 2.2. 

92 CHSPG § 10.12; VSM § 4.1.2.1.7. 

93 VSM § 4.1.2.1. 7. 

94 VSM § 4.1.2.1.7. 

95 CHSPG § 18.1. 

96 CHSPG § 18.1.1. 

97 CHSPG § 18.1.2. 
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of unauthorized illegal activity, unwillingness to follow instructions, unreliability, or 
serious control problems.98 The handling agent must advise the CHS that he or she 
has been closed, and document such notification in the CHS's validation sub-file, 
including a statement as to whether the CHS acknowledged or refused to 
acknowledge the closure. 99 

Absent exceptional circumstances that are approved (in advance, whenever 
possible) by an SSA, a handling agent must not initiate contact with or respond to 
contacts from a former CHS who has been closed for cause. 100 Where there is 
contact with a CHS following closure (whether or not for cause), new information 
"may be documented" to a closed CHS file. 101 However, the CHSPG requires 
reopening of the CHS if the relationship between the FBI and the CHS is expected 
to continue beyond the initial contact or debriefing. 102 

A request 
hi h levels of SU 

cos 

E. Use of CHSs in sensitive Monitoring Circumstances 

The CHSPG "emphasizes the importance of oversight and self-regulation to 
ensure that CHS Program activities are conducted within Constitutional and 
statutory parameters and that civil liberties and privacy are protected."105 To 
protect such rights, the FBI must meet additional requirements for use of CHSs in 
what the AG Guidelines and the DIOG define as "sensitive monitoring 
circumstances. "106 

One of the investigative techniques that the FBI may use in predicated 
investigations is consensual monitoring, which means the monitoring and/or 
recording of conversations, telephone calls, and electronic communications based 
on the consent of one party involved, such as an FBI CHS.107 SSAs may approve 
the use of CHSs for consensual monitoring in ordinary cases, so long as the consent 

98 CHSPG § 18.1.2. 

99 CHSPG § 18.2. 
10° CHSPG § 18.3. 
101 CHSPG § 18.3 

102 CHSPG § 18.3. 

103 CHSPG § 4.5.1. 

104 CHSPG § 4.5.1. 

lOS CHSPG § 1.2. 

106 AG Guidelines§ VII.O; DIOG § 18.6.1.6.3. 

107 AG Guidelines§ V.A.4; DIOG §§ 18.6.1.2, 18.6.1.4. 
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of the CHS has been documented, and the CDC or OGC has determined that, given 
the facts of the case, the consensual monitoring is legal. 108 

For investigations concerning threats to national security, the FBI is required 
to obtain approval from the Department for consensual monitoring in a "sensitive 
monitoring circumstance."109 A "sensitive monitoring circumstance" as defined by 
the AG Guidelines and the DIOG is not the same as a "sensitive investigative 
matter" or "SIM." As described in Section LB of this chapter, DIOG § 10.1.2 defines 
a SIM to include predicated investigations of the activities of a domestic public 
official or political candidate (involving corruption or a threat to the national 
security), or a domestic political organization or an individual prominent in such an 
organization. 110 In contrast, a "sensitive monitoring circumstance" is defined more 
narrowly. As it pertains to this report, a "sensitive monitoring circumstance" arises 
only when the FBI seeks to record communications of officials who have already 
been elected or appointed, such as Members of Congress, federal judges, or high 
ranking members of the executive branch. 111 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG do not mandate prior notice to, or approval 
by, the Department before the FBI conducts consensual monitoring of candidates 
for political office or prominent officials in domestic political organizations, including 
the most senior officials in a national presidential campaign. However, the 
definition of a sensitive monitoring circumstance provides that the Attorney 
General, the DAG, or an Assistant Attorney General (AAG) can require that the FBI 
obtain Department approval prior to conducting consensual monitoring for a specific 
investigation of which they are aware. 112 As described in Chapter Ten of this 
report, the consensual monitoring conducted in the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation did not meet the definition of sensitive monitoring circumstances 
provided by the AG Guidelines and the DIOG. 

F. Use of CHS Reporting in FISA Applications 

The CHSPG allows the use of CHS reporting in FISA applications without 
revealing the identity of the CHS, so long as the handling agent provides the 
relevant FBI Headquarters operational unit (e.g., Counterintelligence, 
Counterterrorism) with the CHS file number, duration of service to the FBI, and a 
statement on whether the CHS ls reliable and has provided reporting that has been 
corroborated.113 The CHS handling agent must also be prepared to furnish 
information to NSD concerning the CHS's criminal history, payments, and any 

tos DIOG §§ 18.6.1.5.1, 18.6.1.5.1.7. 
109 AG Guidelines§ vn.o; DIOG § 18.6.1.6.3. 
110 AG Guidelines§§ VII.N, VII.O; DIOG §§ 10.1.2, 18.6.1.6.3. 
111 AG Guidelines§§ VII.N, V!I.O; DIOG §§ 10.1.2, 18.6.1.6.3. 
112 AG Guidelines§ V!I.0(4); DIOG § 18.6.1.6.3. 

113 CHSPG § 10.13. 
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impeachment information. 114 All information provided to support a FISA application 
must also be documented in the CH S's Delta file. 115 

Further, the FBI's Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act and Standard 
Minimization Procedures Policy Guide (FISA SMP PG) requires that the FISA 
accuracy or "Woods" file, described in more detail in the next section, contains 
documentation from the CHS handling agent stating that the handling agent has 
reviewed the facts presented in the FISA application regarding the CHS's reliability 
and background, and that, based upon a review of the CHS file, the facts presented 
in the application concerning the CHS are accurate. 

III. The Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) 

The FBI identified Carter Page as a U.S. person during all times relevant 
herein. 116 Accordingly, in this section, we briefly describe the statutory 
requirements and Department policies and procedures for obtaining approval to 
conduct electronic surveillance and physical searches targeting a U.S. person under 
FISA.117 

A. Statutory Requirements and the Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Court 

FISA authorizes the U.S. government to apply for and obtain an order from 
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) to conduct electronic surveillance 
and physical searches for foreign intelligence purposes. The government's 
application for electronic surveillance must be approved by the Attorney General (or 
his or her designee) and contain certain specified information, including a 
statement of the facts and circumstances relied upon by the applicant to support 
the belief that the target is a foreign power or an agent of a foreign power, and that 
each facility or place at which the electronic surveillance is directed is being used, 

114 CHSPG § 10.13. 

115 CHSPG § 10.13. 

116 A U.S. person means a U.S. citizen, a lawful permanent resident (i.e., a green card 
holder), an unincorporated association with a substantial number of members who are citizens of the 
United States or lawful permanent residents, or a corporation that is incorporated in the United 
States-provided such corporation does not constitute a foreign government or any component 
thereof, a faction of a foreign nation, or an entity that is openly acknowledged by a foreign 
government to be directed and controlled by the foreign government. See 50 U.S.C. § 180l(i). FISA 
treats U.S. persons and non•U.S. persons differently in various aspects, including by setting forth 
different definitions of an "agent of a foreign power" for non-U.S. persons, and authorizing initial 
electronic surveillance and physical searches targeting a non-U.S. person for a longer duration (120 
days versus 90 days for a U.S. person}. 

117 This report does not describe other FISA provisions not relevant here, including the 
statutory requirements for obtaining similar FISA authority on a non-U.S. person, see 50 U.S.C. §§ 
1801-1805, 1821-1825; see also E.O. 12139 (May 23, 1979); E.O. 12949 {Feb. 9, 1995). Also not 
relevant here are the circumstances under which the U.S. government may conduct emergency 
electronic surveillance or physical searches without a court order (for not more than 7 days). For the 
emergency provisions, see 50 U.S.C. §§ 1805(e), 1824(e). 
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or is about to be used, by a foreign power or an agent of a foreign power; proposed 
minimization procedures; and a description of the nature of the information sought 
and the type of communications or activities subject to surveillance. 

An application for physical searches requires substantially similar 
information, except that it also must state the facts and circumstances justifying 
the applicant's belief that the premises or property to be searched contains "foreign 
intelligence information" and "is or is about to be, owned, used, possessed by, or is 
in transit to or from" the target. 118 Electronic surveillance and physical searches 
targeting a U.S. person may be approved for up to 90 days, and subsequent 
extensions may be approved for up to 90 days provided the government submits 
another application that meets the requirements of FISA.119 The approvals and 
certifications required for applications for electronic surveillance and physical 
searches are discussed in more detail below. 

In addition, 50 U.S.C. § 1881d(b} allows the U.S. government to apply for 
and obtain concurrent authorization to continue targeting a U.S. person reasonably 
believed to be outside the United States when applying for authorization to conduct 
electronic surveillance and physical searches within the United States. Because the 
requirements for such applications are substantially similar to those for surveillance 
and searches within the United States, we discuss them together. 

Probable Cause 

The electronic surveillance and physical search provisions of FISA require the 
FISC to make a probable cause finding based on information submitted by the 
government. Specifically, the FISC must find probable cause to believe that: (1} 
the target of the electronic surveillance and physical searches is a foreign power or, 
as described in more detail below, the agent of a foreign power; (2) for electronic 
surveillance, that each of the facilities or places at which the surveillance is being 
directed is being used, or is about to be used, by the foreign power or agent of a 
foreign power; and (3) for physical searches, that each of the premises or property 
to be searched is or is about to be owned, used, possessed by, or is in transit to or 
from the foreign power or agent of a foreign power. In determining whether 
probable cause exists, a judge may consider the target's past activities, as well as 
the facts and circumstances relating to his current or future activities.120 Where the 

116 See so U.S.C. §§ 1823(a)(l)-(8). Foreign intelligence information means information that 
relates to, and if concerning a U.S. person is necessary to, the ability of the United States to protect 
against actual or potential attack or other grave hostile acts of a foreign power or an agent of a 
foreign power; sabotage, international terrorism, or the international proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction by a foreign power or an agent of a foreign power; or clandestine intelligence activities by 
an intelligence service or network of a foreign power or by an agent of a foreign power. See, e.g., 50 
U.S.C. § 180l(e)(l). 

119 An order for electronic surveillance or physical searches may be extended on the same 
basis as the original order. The extension for a U.S. person may not exceed 90 days, whereas for 
non-U.S. person who Is an agent of a foreign power it may be for a period not to exceed 1 year. See 
50 U.S.C. §§ 1801(b)(1)-(2), 1805{d), 1824(d). 

1 :ro 50 u.s.c. §§ 1805(a)(2), 1805(b), 1824(a)(2), 1824(b). 
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FISC authorizes the electronic surveillance or physical search of a U.S. person, the 
Attorney General may authorize, for the effective period of the FISC's order, the 
targeting of the U.S. person for the purpose of acquiring foreign intelligence 
information while such person is reasonably believed to be located outside the 
United States. 121 

According to FISA guidance issued by OGC, probable cause means the 
following: 

"(P]robable cause" is reason to believe, based on the available facts 
and circumstances, as well as the logical inferences that can be drawn 
from them. It is determined by the totality of the facts and 
circumstances, as viewed from the perspective of a reasonable person. 
Probable cause [means] probability, not certainty, and, thus, is 
significantly lower than the "proof beyond a reasonable doubt" 
necessary to support a criminal conviction. It is also lower than the 
"preponderance of the evidence" required in most civil cases. 

The FISA guidance also states: 

[OGC] recommends that a field agent seeking a FISA order focus on 
the object of the belief required, i.e., the facts and circumstances 
demonstrating that the target of the proposed search or surveillance is 
an agent of a foreign power and that the premises to be surveilled ... is 
used by that agent of a foreign power, rather than on the quantum of 
the belief involved. If you can show that a target is engaged in certain 
activities, and that he is engaged in them for or on behalf of a foreign 
power, you have won most of the battle.122 

Unlike wiretap applications in a criminal case, which require the government 
to establish probable cause to believe that an individual is committing, has 
committed, or is about to commit a specific criminal offense, among other 
requirements, FISA does not require that the government show a nexus to 
criminality. 123 Rather, a probable cause finding under FISA "focuses on the status 
of the target as a foreign power or the agent of a foreign power,,, which is discussed 
in more detail below. 124 The Report of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 

121 See 50 u.s.c. § 1881b(c){B)(i). 

m FBI OGC, What Do 1 Have to Do to Get a FISA? (~FISA guidancen), Jan. 23, 2003 
(emphasis in original); see also United States v. Rosen, 447 F. Supp, 2d 538, 549 (E.D. Va. 2006). 

123 See, e.g., United States v. Daoud, 761 F.3d 678, 681 (7th Cir. 2014); United States v. 
Abu-Jihaad, 630 F.2d 102, 122, 127 {2d Cir 2010); United States v. Duka, 671 F.3d 329, 339-41 {3d 
Cir. 2011); United States v. Wen, 477 F.3d 896, 898 (7th Cir. 2007); In re Sealed Case, 310 F.3d 
717, 738 (Foreign Intel. Surv. Ct. Rev. 2002) (per curiam); United States v. Cavanagh, 807 F.2d 787, 
790 (9th Cir. 1987). 

124 See, e.g., United States v. EI-Mezain, 664 F.3d 467, 564 (5th Cir. 2011); see also United 
States v. Duggan, 743 F.2d 59, 72-73 (2d Cir. 1984}. 
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(SSCI) that accompanied the 1978 passage of FISA explains the rationale for the 
different probable cause standards: 

[I]f electronic surveillance is to make an effective contribution to 
foreign counterintelligence, it must be available for use when 
necessary for the investigative process. The criminal laws are enacted 
to establish standards for arrest and conviction[,] and they supply 
guidance for investigations conducted to collect evidence for 
prosecution. Foreign counterintelligence investigations have different 
objectives. They succeed when the United States can insure that an 
intelllgence network is not obtaining vital information, that a suspected 
agent's future access to such information is controlled effectively, and 
that security precautions are strengthened in areas of top priority for 
the foreign intelligence service.... Therefore, procedures appropriate in 
regular criminal investigations need modification to fit the 
counterintelligence context. [FISA] adopts probable cause standards 
that allow surveillance at an early stage in the investigative process by 
not requiring that a crime be imminent or that the elements of a 
specific offense exist. m 

Given these differences, the FISA guidance notes that the strictures 
developed to assess the reliability of informants providing information used to 
support a wiretap application in criminal cases do not necessarily apply to FISA. 126 

However, the FISA guidance nonetheless cautions that probable cause 
determinations should take into account "the same aspects of rellabillty ... as in the 
ordinary criminal context, including the reliability of any informant, the 
circumstances of the informant's knowledge, and the age of the information relied 
upon." The FISA guidance instructs agents to "look to the totality of the 
information and consider its reliability on a case-by-case basis" when judging the 
information supporting a FISA application.127 

Agent of a Foreign Power 

As described above, the probable cause finding required under FISA focuses 
on the status of the target as a foreign power or the agent of a foreign power. 
Under FISA § 1801{b){2), the definition of"agent of a foreign power" includes, in 
relevant part, "any person" (including any U.S. person) who engages in the 
following conduct: 

A. Knowingly engages in clandestine intelligence gathering 
activities for or on behalf of a foreign power, which activities 

m Report of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Act of 1978, S. Rep. No. 701, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. 34 (Mar. 14, 1978) (S. Rep. 95-701), 3981. 

126 The rules for assessing the reliability of information provided by confidential informants or 
sources in counterintelligence cases are discussed above in Section II. 

127 See FISA guidance, supra (citing Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213 (1983)}. 

34 



10487

205 

involve or may involve a violation of the criminal statutes of the 
United States; or 

B. Pursuant to the direction of an intelligence service or network of 
a foreign power, knowingly engages in any other clandestine 
intelligence activities for or on behalf of such foreign power, 
which activities involve or are about to involve a violation of the 
criminal statutes of the United States.128 

Further, under FISA § 1801{b)(2)(E}, the provision the Department relied upon in 
the Carter Page FISA applications, an agent of a foreign power also includes any 
person who knowingly aids or abets any person, or conspires with any person, in 
the conduct described above. 

FISA provides that a U.S. person may not be found to be a foreign power or 
an agent of a foreign power solely upon the basis of activities protected by the First 
Amendment. 129 Congress added this language to reinforce that lawful political 
activities may not serve as the only basis for a probable cause finding, recognizing 
that "there may often be a narrow line between covert action and lawful activities 
undertaken by Americans in the exercise of the (F]irst [A]mendment rights," 
particularly between legitimate political activity and "other clandestine intelligence 
actiVities."130 The Report by SSCI accompanying the passage of FISA states that 
there must be "willful" deception about the origin or intent of political activity to 
support a finding that it constitutes "other clandestine intelligence activities": 

If...foreign intelligence services hide behind the cover of some person 
or organization in order to influence American political events and 
deceive Americans into believing that the opinions or influence are of 
domestic origin and initiative and such deception is willfully maintained 
in violation of the Foreign Agents Registration Act, then electronic 

128 FISA does not define what constitutes "other clandestine intelligence activities." However, 
the 1978 House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence (HPSCI) Report accompanying the 
passage of FISA states the following: 

The term "any other clandestine intelligence activities" is intended to refer to covert 
actions by intelligence services of foreign powers. Not only do foreign powers engage 
in spying in the United States to obtain information, they also engage in activities 
which are intended to harm the Nation's security by affecting the course of our 
Government, the course of public opinion, or the activities of individuals. Such 
activities may include political action (recruiting, bribery or influencing of public 
officials to act in favor of the foreign power), disguised propaganda (including the 
planting of false or misleading articles or stories), and harassment, intimidation, or 
even assassination of individuals who oppose the foreign power. Such activity can 
undermine our democratic institutions as well as directly threaten the peace and 
safety of our citizens. Report of the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978, H. Rep. No. 1283, 95th 
Cong., 2d Sess. 41 (Jun. 8, 1978) (H. Rep. 95-1283). 
129 See 50 U.S.C. §§ 1805(a)(2)(A), 1824(a)(2)(A). 
130 H. Rep. 95-1283 at 41, 79-80; FISA guidance at 7-8; see also Rosen, 447 F. Supp. 2d at 

547·48 (probable cause finding may be based partly on First Amendment protected activity). 
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surveillance might be justified under ["other clandestine intelligence 
activities"] if all the other criteria of [FISA] were met.131 

Approval and Certification Requirements 

Each application for electronic surveillance or physical searches under FISA 
must be approved by the "Attorney General," defined to include the Attorney 
General, Acting Attorney General, DAG, or, upon designation, the AAG of NSD. 132 

The Attorney General {or his or her designee) must provide written approval that 
an application satisfies the statutory requirements-namely, that the facts and 
circumstances set forth in the affidavit support a finding of probable cause, and that 
the application meets all other statutory criteria. 133 During times relevant herein, 
the general practice was to submit FISA applications to the NSD AAG for approval 
and, in instances where the NSD AAG was unavailable or in an acting position, to 
the DAG. Similarly, in the event the DAG was unavailable or in an acting position, 
the FISA application was submitted to the Attorney General for approval. 

Applications submitted to the FISC must also include written certification by 
certain specified high-ranking executive branch officials. In the case of FISA 
applications for FBI investigations, the application is usually certified by the FBI 
Director or Deputy Director. 134 The written certification must include the following: 

• A statement that the certifying official deems the information sought 
to be "foreign intelligence information;" 

• A statement that a "significant purpose" of the electronic surveillance 
or physical searches is to obtain foreign intelligence information; 

• A statement that such information cannot reasonably be obtained by 
normal investigative techniques; 

• A designation of the type of foreign intelligence information being 
sought (e.g., information concerning a U.S. person that is necessary to 
the ability of the United States to protect against clandestine 

131 See S. Rep. 95-701 at 24·25. The Foreign Agents Registration Act, 22 U.S.C. § 611 et 
seq., is a disclosure statute that requires persons acting as agents of foreign principals such as a 
foreign government or foreign political party in a political or quasi-political capacity to make periodic 
public disclosure of their relationship with the foreign principal, as well as activities, receipts and 
disbursements in support of those activities. 

132 See 50 U.S.C. §§ 1801(g}, 1804(a), 1821(1), 1823(a). 

m See generally David S. Kris and J. Douglas Wilson, National Security Investigations and 
Prosecutions§ 6:5 (2016). In certain cases, the Director of the FBI, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of State, the Director of National Intelligence (DNI), or the Director of the CIA may request 
that the Attorney General personally review a FISA application. This obligation is not delegable by the 
Attorney General (or any of the other officials mentioned) except nwhen disabled or otherwise 
unavailable." See 50 U.S.C. §§ 1804(d), 1823(d). 

134 See 50 U.S.C. §§ 1804(a)(6), 1823(a)(6); E.O. 12139 (May 23, 1979) (electronic 
surveillance); E.O. 12949 (Feb. 9, 1995) (physical search). 
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intelligence activities by an intelligence service or network of a foreign 
power or by an agent of a foreign power). 

• A "statement of the basis" for the certification that the information 
sought is the type of foreign intelligence designated and that it cannot 
reasonably be obtained by normal investigative means. 135 

As described in more detail below, the FISC must find that an application includes 
all of the required statements and certifications (among other requirements) before 
issuing an order authorizing electronic surveillance or physical searches. Where the 
target is a U.S. person, the FISC must find that the certifications are not clearly 
erroneous.136 

Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) 

The FISC was established in 1978 to hear applications and grant orders for 
electronic surveillance. 137 Subsequent amendments to FISA expanded the FISC's 
jurisdiction to the collection of foreign intelligence information by other means, 
including physical searches.138 The FISC consists of 11 federal district court judges, 
chosen by the Chief Justice of the United States, from at least 7 judicial circuits, 
with at least 3 judges required to reside within 20 miles of the District of 
Columbia.139 Judges on the FISC sit for staggered 7-year terms, during which time 
they also continue to serve as judges in their home districts. 140 According to former 
FISC Presiding Judge John D. Bates, district court judges selected to sit on the FISC 
are typically experienced judges with significant national security or Fourth 
Amendment experience.141 

The FISC's Rules of Procedure require the government to submit a proposed 
application for authorization to conduct FISA surveillance and physical searches no 
later than 7 days before the government seeks to have the matter entertained, 
except that the 7-day requirement is waived when submitting an application 

135 See SO U.S.C. §§ 1804{a){6)(A)·(E), 1823(a)(6); see also H. Rep. 95-1283 at 76. 
136 See 50 u.s.c. § 1881b(c)(l)(O). The certifications submitted in support of a FISA 

application are presumed valid. The certifications are upheld absent a "substantial preliminary 
showing" that the application knowingly and intentionally, or with reckless disregard for the truth, 
included a false statement, and that the allegedly false statement was "necessary" to the approval of 
the application. In 2002, the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court of Review stated: "We think the 
government's purpose .. .is to be judged by the national security official's articulation and not be a FISA 
[C]ourt inquiry into the origins of the investigation nor an examination of the personnel involved .... " 
In re Seated Case, 310 F.3d at 736. 

2007). 

137 See National Security Investigations and Prosecutions§ 5:3. 
138 See In re Motion for Release of Court Records, 526 F. Supp. 2d 484, 487·88 (FISA Ct. 

139 See SO U.S.C. § 1803(a)(1}; Rule 4, FISC Rules of Procedure (Nov. 1, 2010). 
140 See 50 u.s.c. § 1803(d). 
141 See Culper Rule of Law Series: Judge John Bates, Lawfare Podcast at 32:00, 

https://www.lawfareblog.com/lawfare·podcast-cu!per-partners-rule-law-series•judge-john•bates 
(accessed Dec. 2, 2019) (hereinafter Lawfare Podcast). 
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following emergency authorization { not applicable here) or when the court agrees 
to expedite its consideration of an application at the government's request. 142 The 
proposed application typically is referred to as the "read copy," which is prepared 
by an attorney in NSD's Office of Intelligence (OI) based upon information provided 
by the FBI. The FISC will review the read copy, evaluate whether it meets the 
requirements of the statute, and, through a legal advisor, discuss with the assigned 
OI attorney, any issues the legal advisor or judge identified. The read copy allows 
FISC legal advisors to have informal interaction with OI to convey any questions, 
concerns, or requests for additional information from the legal advisor or judge 
before a final application is filed. 143 The OI attorney then works with the FBI to 
provide additional information to the FISC legal advisor and makes any necessary 
revisions before submitting the final application to the FISC.144 

Once a final application is submitted, the judge may request that the OI 
attorney present it at a scheduled hearing, or may approve the application based 
on the written submission. 145 The judge is authorized to enter an order approving 
electronic surveillance or physical searches if he or she finds that the facts 
presented in the application are sufficient to establish probable cause, as discussed 
above; that the application includes "minimization procedures" sufficient to 
minimize the acquisition and retention, and prohibit the dissemination, of non­
public information about a U.S. person unless it meets certain criteria; and that the 
application includes all required statements and certifications.146 

142 See Rules 6(a), 9(a), FISC Rules of Procedure (2010). The FISC Rules specifically address 
emergency authorizations but do not address expedited applications. However, Rule 9(a) states that 
the 7·day requirement does not apply to emergency authorizations or "as otherwise permitted by the 
Court.n According to NSD, in instances where the government seeks the court's expedited 
consideration of a FISA application, and the court is able to do so, the court will rely upon "as 
otherwise permitted by the Courr to waive the 7-day requirement. 

143 According to a 2013 letter explaining how the FISC operates, FISC legal advisors interact 
with NSD on a daily basis. See Letter from Judge Reggie Walton to Senator Patrick Leahy, U.S. 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary (Jul. 29, 2013) (2013 Judge Walton letter), 
http://www.fisc.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/leahy.pdf (accessed Dec. 2, 2019). 

144 See 2013 Judge Walton Letter, at 6 & n.3. 
145 If the judge denies a final application, he or she is required to draft a statement of reasons 

explaining the basis for the denial. See 50 U.5.C. §§ 1803(a)(l), 1822(c). Denials of applications for 
electronic surveillance or physical searches may be appealed to the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Court of Review. See 50 U.S.C. §§ 1803(b), 1822(d). Alternatively, if the judge indicates that he or 
she will deny a proposed or final application, NSD may decide not to submit a final application, or may 
withdraw a final application after submission. See 2013 Judge Walton letter at 3. 

146 See 50 U.S.C. §§ 1805(a), 1824(a); see also 50 U.S.C. § 1881d(b) (concurrent 
authorization to conduct electronic surveillance and physical searches targeting a U.S. person inside 
and outside the United States}. In addition to the standard minimization procedures, which apply to 
all information acquired through electronic surveillance and physical searches, each application may 
describe other minimization procedures that are appropriate for the particular surveillance or search in 
question. The FISC may modify the government's proposed minimization procedures if it concludes 
they do not meet the statutory requirements. See National Security Investigations and Prosecutions, 
§ 9.1. 
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If the FISC approves a FISA application, it issues a primary order finding that 
the statutory requirements were met and authorizing the electronic surveillance or 
physical searches. The primary order also must direct the government to follow the 
minimization procedures proposed in the application. 147 Where assistance from a 
third party (such as an email provider, telephone company, or landlord) is required, 
the FISC also issues a secondary order directing the third party to "furnish ... all 
information, facilities, or technical assistance necessary" to accomplish the search 
or surveillance "in such a manner as will protect its secrecy and produce a minimum 
of interference."148 

In addition, under Rule 13(a) of the FISC Rules of Procedure, if the 
government subsequently identifies a misstatement or omission of material fact in 
an application or other document submitted to the FISC, the government, in 
writing, must immediately inform the judge to whom the submission was made of 
the following: (1) the misstatement or omission, (2) any necessary correction, (3) 
the facts and circumstances of the misstatement or omission, ( 4) any modifications 
the government has made or proposes to make to how it will implement any 
authority or approval granted by the FISC, and (5) the government's proposal for 
disposal of or treatment of any information obtained as a result of the misstatement 
or omission. 149 

B. FBI and Department FISA Procedures 

1. Preparation and Approval of FISA Applications 

The FBI's policies and procedures for the preparation and approval of 
applications for authorization to conduct electronic surveillance or physical searches 
under FISA are contained in the FBI's online FISA Management System (FISAMS), 
the FISA Verification Form (described below), the DIOG, and the FISA SMP PG. We 
will describe the typical preparation and approval process below. The preparation 
and approval process taken with respect to the four Carter Page FISA applications, 
including steps that were taken in addition to the steps typically completed during 
the FISA process, are discussed in Chapters Five and Seven. 

The FBI's FISA process is initiated when a case agent begins drafting a FISA 
Request Form for submission to 01. The FISA Request Form requires that the case 
agent provide specific categories of information to OI, the most important of which 
is a description of the facts and circumstances that the agent views as establishing 
probable cause to believe the target of the application is a foreign power or an 
agent of a foreign power. In particular, the FISA Request Form states that the case 
agent should provide a complete description of all material facts regarding a target 
to justify FISA authority or, in the case of renewals, to justify continued FISA 
coverage. In the case of FISA renewals, the form also asks the case agent to 
describe in detail any previous information that requires modification or correction. 

147 See SO U.S.C. §§ 1805(c)(2)(A), 1824(c)(2){A). 
14* See 50 u.s.c. § 180S(c)(2){B). 
149 See Rule 13(a), FISC Rules of Procedure. 
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The form does not specifically require the case agent disclose exculpatory facts or 
facts that, if accurate, would tend to undermine the factual assertions being relied 
upon to support the government's theory, in whole or in part, that the target is a 
foreign power or an agent of a foreign power. 

After the case agent prepares the FISA Request Form, in ordinary 
circumstances, the supervisory chain in the relevant field office will receive the 
request for approval, including the SSA, CDC, ASAC, and the SAC, before the 
request is sent to the appropriate FBI Headquarters substantive diVision Unit Chief 
(UC). The UC reviews and approves the request, assigns it to the appropriate FBI 
Headquarters substantive division SSA Program Manager, and to OGC's National 
Security and Cyber Law Branch (NSCLB) for assignment and review. As described 
in Chapter Five, in the case of Carter Page, because the investigation was close­
hold and being conducted from FBI Headquarters instead of a field office, the case 
agent submitted the FISA Request Form directly to the NSCLB line attorney 
assigned to Crossfire Hurricane. 

Once the FISA Request Form is submitted to NSCLB, an NSCLB line attorney 
reviews the request and provides feedback to the case agent. Once the draft is 
finalized, the NSCLB line attorney approves the FISAMS request and routes the 
form to the appropriate FBI Headquarters Section Chief for review and approval. 
The FBI Headquarters Section Chief reviews the request and, if approved, submits 
the request to the appropriate Deputy Assistant Director (DAD) for approval in the 
case of an expedited request, or, if not, directly to OI. Once in 01, the request is 
then assigned to an 01 line attorney from one of three units within OI's Operations 
Section: the Counterintelligence Unit, the Counterterrorism Unit, or the Special 
Operations Unit. In this instance, an 01 attorney in the Counterintelligence Unit 
was assigned to the Carter Page FISA request. 

The Ol attorney prepares the read copy application using the information 
provided by the FBI and works with the NSCLB attorney and FBI case agent to 
obtain additional information, frequently resulting in a "back and forth" between 01 
and the FBI. According to NSD, as part of this back and forth process, 01 will ask 
whether the FBI is aware of any "exculpatory" information that relates to the target 
of the application, as well as any derogatory information that relates to sources 
relied upon in the application. An 01 supervisor, usually the relevant Unit Chief or 
Deputy Unit Chief, then reviews the draft read copy. Neither the FISA statute nor 
FISC procedures dictate who in the Department must approve the read copy before 
it is submitted to the FISC. In most instances, once the FBI case agent affirms the 
accuracy of the information in the read copy, the 01 supervisor conducts the final 
review and approval before a read copy is submitted with the FISC. However, in 
some cases, multiple 01 supervisors, or even senior NSD leadership, may review 
the read copy, particularly if it presents a novel or complicated issue or otherwise 
has been flagged by the OI supervisor for further review. 

NSD's Deputy Assistant Attorney General (Deputy AAG) for Intelligence is 
responsible for, among other things, overseeing 01. According to the Deputy AAG 
for Intelligence at the time of the Carter Page FISA applications and renewals, not 
all FISA requests from the FBI culminate in the filing of an application with the 
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FISC. Sometimes the back and forth process between the OI attorney and the case 
agent does result in sufficient factual information for a showing of probable cause or 
sometimes investigative objectives and needs change during the drafting process, 
obviating the FBI's desire for FISA authority on a particular target. 

However, as described previously, after a read copy is filed, OI may receive 
feedback from the court through the FISC legal advisor. The OI attorney will then 
work with the case agent to address any issues raised by the legal advisor, such as 
by providing additional information to the FISC legal advisor and making any 
requested revisions before preparing the final application. Occasionally, the 
feedback from the court leads the FBI, in consultation with OI, to decide not to 
submit a final application, or to limit the authorities sought in the final application. 

At the same time the read copy is filed with the FISC, OI sends the 
completed FISA application (referred to as the "FISA Certification Copy" or "cert 
copy"} and a one-page cover memorandum {cert memo) signed by the OI 
supervisor to the case agent for final review within the FBI. This process in OI is 
sometimes referred to as "signing out" a FISA. 

After receiving the cert copy and cert memo, an FBI agent, not necessarily 
the case agent, is assigned to complete an accuracy review of the application, 
which is discussed in more detail in Section III.B.2 below. After any additional edits 
necessitated by the accuracy review are made, the agent and an SSA sign the FISA 
Verification Form, also known as the Woods Procedures (described further below) or 
"Woods Form," and send the application package to the FBI Headquarters 
substantive division Program Manager who, according to the FISA SMP PG, must 
review the FISA application and coordinate the FISA accuracy and approval process 
that takes place at FBI Headquarters. 

The Headquarters Program Manager is responsible for ensuring that the 
supervisory personnel in the field office have completed and documented their 
reviews of the application; determining whether another field office should also 
review the application for factual accuracy; verifying and providing documentation 
for any factual assertions identified by the field office as requiring Headquarters 
verification; and notifying OI and NSCLB of any factual assertions in the application 
that could not be verified so that the necessary action is taken to remove the 
unverified information from the declaration. If all factual assertions have been 
verified and documented, the Headquarters Program Manager will sign the affidavit 
in the application declaring under penalty of perjury that the information in the 
application is true and correct. The Program Manager then submits the application 
package to NSCLB for final legal review and approval by an NSCLB line attorney and 
Senior Executive Service-level supervisor. Witnesses told us that usually the Senior 
Executive Service-level supervisor is an NSCLB Section Chief or a Deputy General 
Counsel, but that, on occasion, the role is delegated to a GS-15 Unit Chief. 

FBI procedures do not specify what steps must be taken during the final legal 
review. As described in Chapter Five, the FBI's Deputy General Counsel at the time 
of the Carter Page FISA applications told us that she typically reviewed the cert 
memo and FISA Verification Form to determine whether the FISA application 
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package was complete, all the steps of the Woods Procedures were completed, the 
probable cause standard was met, and there were no outstanding rssues. 150 

Ultimately, if the NSCLB line attorney and a Senior Executive Service-level 
supervisor approve the FISA cert copy, they both sign the cert memo, and the 
complete application package Is then taken to the FBI Director's Office for review 
and approval. If the FBI Director signs the cert copy, the paper copy of the signed 
application is delivered to OI. QI then provides the signed application package to 
the final signatory who, as discussed above, is usually the NSD AAG but can 
sometimes be the DAG or Attorney General. 

In addition to receiving the final application and cert memo, the NSD AAG (or 
DAG or Attorney General) typically receives an oral briefing from senior QI 
managers. The NSD AAG receives the application for the first time during or shortly 
before the oral briefing, unless the application was submitted for his or her review 
beforehand, which is not typical. During the oral briefing, senior OI managers 
present all the FISA applications awaiting final Department approval, which, 
according to NSD, in 2016 generally ranged from 20 to 30 total applications in any 
given week (though the quantity sometimes varied outside that range). Once the 
FISA application is approved and signed by the NSD AAG, OI will submit it to the 
FISC for its final consideration. 

2. "Woods Procedures" 

In April 2001, the FBI implemented FISA verification procedures (known as 
"Woods Procedures") for applications for electronic surveillance or physical searches 
under FISA.151 These procedures were adopted following errors in numerous FISA 
applications in FBI counterterrorism investigations, virtually all of which "involved 
information sharing and unauthorized disseminations to criminal investigators and 
prosecutors. "152 

To address these concerns, the procedures focused on ensuring accuracy in 
three areas: (1) the specific factual information supporting probable cause, (2) the 
existence and nature of any related criminal investigations or prosecutions involving 
the target of the FISA authorization, and {3) the existence and nature of any 
ongoing asset relationship between the FISA target and the FBI. The procedures 
required FBI agents and supervisors to undertake specific steps before filing a FISA 
application, which included a determination of whether the target is the subject of a 

150 As discussed in Chapter Five, the then Deputy General Counsel told us that she would 
sometimes read the FISA application if she determined, based on the cert memo or otherwise, that 
there was a reason to do so. 

151 Memorandum from Michael J. Woods, Unit Chief, FBI Office of the General Counsel, 
National Security Law Unit, to FBI Field Offices (Apr. S, 2001). 
https://fas.org/irp/agency/doj/fisa/woods.pdf {accessed Dec. 2, 2019); see generally National 
Security Investigations and Prosecutions§ 6.3. 

152 In re All Matters Submitted to the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court, 218 F. Supp. 2d 
611, 620-21 (FISA Ct. 2002), rev'd, In re Sealed Case, 310 F.3d at 736. 
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past or current criminal investigation, negative or positive search results in FBI 
databases on the target, and a review of the affidavit for factual accuracy. 

The Woods Procedures in the original memorandum were subsequently 
expanded and incorporated into other policy documents, including the 2016 FISA 
SMP PG, which was the applicable FBI policy guide in effect during the period 
relevant to this review, and a 2009 joint NSD-FBI guidance memorandum on FISA 
application accuracy (2009 Accuracy Memorandum).153 Both the FISA SMP PG and 
2009 Accuracy Memorandum state that the U.S. government's ability to obtain FISA 
authority depends on the accuracy of applications submitted to the FISC and that 
because FISA proceedings are ex parte, the FISC relies on the U.S. government's 
"full and accurate presentation of the facts to make its probable cause 
determinations." The FISA SMP PG further states that it is the case agent's 
responsibility to ensure that statements contained ln applications submitted to the 
FISC are "scrupulously accurate." 

Like the original procedures, the accuracy procedures in the FISA SMP PG 
require relevant FBI personnel to conduct database searches 
■ ■ to identify any previous or ongoing criminal 

investi ations and to determine the tar et's immi ration status· 

; and identify the source of every fact asserted in a FISA application. The 
results of these steps must be documented in the FISA Verification or Woods Form 
and must be reviewed for accuracy and verified by relevant FBI personnel, with the 
results of the factual review documented and included in the final FISA package. 

The FISA SMP PG requires that the case agent who requested the FISA 
application create and maintain an accuracy sub-file (known as a "Woods File") that 
contains: (1) supporting documentation for every factual assertion contained in a 
FISA application, and (2) supporting documentation and the results of the required 
searches and verifications. The Woods File must include the documented results of 
the required database and CHS file searches, as well as copies of the "most 
authoritative documents" supporting the facts asserted in the application. The FISA 
SMP PG advises that while there is some "latitude" as to what documents meet this 
requirement, the case agent "should endeavor to obtain the original documentation 
and/or best evidence of any given fact." 

Further, as described earlier in this chapter, where a FISA application 
contains reporting from a CHS, the Woods File must contain a memorandum, email, 
or other documentation from the handling agent, CHS coordinator, or either of their 
immediate supervisors, stating that: (1) this individual has reviewed the facts 
presented in the FISA application regarding the CHS's reliability and background, 

153 Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act and Standard Minimization Procedures, 0828PG, Aug. 
11, 2016; Matthew G. Olsen, NSD Acting Assistant Attorney General and Valerie Caproni, FBI General 
Counsel, Memorandum for All Office of Intelligence Attorneys, All National Security Law Branch 
Attorneys, and AU Chief Division Counsels, Guidance to Ensure the Accuracy of Federal Bureau of 
Investigation Applications under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act, February 11, 2009; see also 
previous FBI policy guide, FBI FISA Accuracy Policy Implementation Guide, 0394PG, Mar. 31, 2011 
(superseded by 0828PG). 

43 



10496

214 

and (2) based on this review of the CHS file documentation, the facts presented in 
the FISA application are accurate. Common accurac documentation for a CHS 
include amon other thin s, 

After the Woods File is created, the case agent is responsible for verifying 
each factual assertion in the FISA application and ensuring that the supporting 
documentation is in the Woods File. In the case of renewal applications, the case 
agent must re-verify the accuracy of each factual assertion that is carried over from 
the first application and also verify and obtain supporting documentation for any 
new factual assertions that are added. After the case agent completes this process, 
the agent signs the Woods Form affirming the accuracy and documentation of every 
factual assertion in the application. The case agent then submits the Woods Form 
and Woods File to his or her SSA. The SSA is responsible for reviewing the Woods 
File and confirming that it contains supporting documentation of every factual 
assertion in the application. After the SSA completes this process, the SSA signs 
the Woods Form, and then the Woods Form, but not the Woods File, is transmitted 
to Headquarters. As described previously, one of the responsibilities of the 
Headquarters Program Manager is to verify any factual assertions that require 
Headquarters verification and provide supporting documentation for the Woods File. 
After doing so, the Program Manager signs the Woods Form affirming that he or she 
has verified the accuracy of those factual assertions and has transmitted the 
necessary documentation to the field office for inclusion in the Woods File. 

According to FBI training materials, "everyone in the FISA process" relies on 
the case agent's signature on the Woods Form verifying that the factual assertions 
contained in the application are accurate. According to the FISA SMP PG, the 
Headquarters Program Manager, who signs the FISA application under penalty of 
perjury certifying that the information in the application is true and correct, does 
not typically have the personal or programmatic knowledge of the factual 
information necessary for a FISA application and therefore must rely on the field 
office for the accuracy of the information in the application. The case agent's 
signature allows the Program Manager to sign and swear to the application and the 
Director or Deputy Director to certify the application. Further, OI, NSD, the 
approving official (NSD AAG, DAG, or Attorney General), and the FISC rely on the 
Headquarters Program Manager, or declarant, that the application contains a 
complete and accurate recitation of the relevant facts. 

The FISA SMP PG states that information in a FISA application that cannot be 
verified as true and correct must be removed from the application, or the entire 
application must be delayed until the information is verified and the verification is 
documented. According to FBI and NSD officials, in the case of information 
provided by a CHS, the verification process does not require that the FBI establish 
the accuracy of the CHS's information before that information may be relied upon ln 
a FISA application. The OGC Unit Chief who supervised the attorney assigned to 
assist the Carter Page FISA applications told us that the Woods Procedures require 
that the case agent identify documentation stating what the CHS told the FBI, but 
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does not require the agent to corroborate the underlying accuracy of the 
information. Similarly, according to NSD supervisors, although the Woods 
Procedures require that every factual assertion in a FISA application be "verified," 
when a particular fact is attributed to a source, an agent must only verify that the 
fact came from the source and that the application accurately states what the 
source said. The Woods Procedures do not require that the FBI have corroboration 
from a second source for the same information. According to the Deputy AAG who 
had oversight over OI at the time of the Carter Page FISA applications, the FISC is 
aware of how the FBI "verifies" information that is attributed to a CHS, and the 
court has not requested a change to their Woods Procedures. Further, NSD officials 
told us that in all instances, a FISA application will include an FBI assessment of the 
reliability of the CHS's information, which may come from factual corroboration or, 
in the absence of factual corroboration, from information about the CHS's general 
reliability. 

IV. Ethics Regulations 

Government ethics regulations, specifically those providing guidance on 
conflicts of interests pertain to the events discussed in Chapter Nine concerning 
Department attorney Bruce Ohr. 

The Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch 
(Standards of Ethical Conduct), 5 C.F.R. § 2635, is a comprehensive set of 
regulations that set forth the principles of ethical conduct to which all executive 
branch employees must adhere. In addition to the basic obligations of public 
service, the regulations address such ethical issues as gifts from outside sources 
and impartiality in performing official duties. Specifically, 5 C.F.R. § 2635.502 
seeks to avoid any appearance of the loss of impartiality In the performance of 
official government duties by an employee due to a financial Interest that the 
employee may have. It applies in circumstances: 

[w]here an employee knows that a particular matter involving specific 
parties is likely to have a direct and predictable effect on the financial 
interest of a member of his household ..• and where the employee 
determines that the circumstances would cause a reasonable person 
with knowledge of the relevant facts to question his impartiality in the 
matter .... 

Another portion of the regulations, 5 C.F.R. § 2635.402(b){l}, defines "direct 
and predictable effect" as "a close causal link between any decision or action to be 
taken in the matter and any expected effect of the matter on the financial interest." 

Section 502 also includes a catch-all provision, which states: 

An employee who is concerned that circumstances other than those 
specifically described in this section would raise a question regarding 
his Impartiality should use the process described in this section to 
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determine whether he should or should not participate in a particular 
matter. 5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(a)(2). 

The process referenced in this section is for the employee to describe the 
circumstances that would raise an impartiality question to a Department ethics 
officer for the purpose of receiving guidance on how to address potential conflicts of 
interest, including whether the employee should be disqualified from participation. 
5 C.F.R. § 2635.502(c). 

V. Examples of Other Department and FBI Policies Regulating 
Investigative Activity that Could Potentially Impact Civil Liberties 

On occasion, the Department and the FBI investigate alleged illegal activity 
that is fntertwined with, or take investigative steps with the potential to implicate, 
what is otherwise constitutionally protected activity. Examples include 
investigations of allegations of illegal campaign finance activity, allegations of 
violations of the Foreign Agent Registration Act, or the use of legal process to 
obtain information about the media or Members of Congress. The Department and 
the FBI have promulgated specific policies intended to ensure appropriate oversight 
of and accountability for many of these investigative activities. Some of these 
policies, such as the notification requirement described above for a "Sensitive 
Investigative Matter," applied to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. In this 
section, we provide examples of other Department and FBI policies and procedures, 
not applicable to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, that establish senior-level 
approval requirements and other procedures to regulate certain investigative 
activity capable of implicating civil liberties and constitutional concerns. 

A. Undisclosed Participation 

Undisclosed Participation (UDP) takes place when anyone acting on behalf of 
the FBI, including a CHS, becomes a member of, or participates in, the activity of 
an organization on behalf of the U.S. government without disclosing their FBI 
affiliation to an appropriate official of the organization. 154 A CHS who participates in 
an organization entirely on his or her own behalf and who Is not tasked by the FBI 
to obtain information or undertake other activities in that organization is not 
engaging in UDP-regardless of whether the CHS volunteers information to the FBI 
and regardless of whether the CHS's affiliation with the FBI is known. However, if 
the CHS is tasked by the FBI to join an organization, obtain specific information 
through participation in the organization, or take specific actions, those activities 
are on behalf of the FBI, and require compliance with the UDP policies set forth in 
the DIOG.155 

154 DIOG § 16.l. 

1ss DIOG §§ 16.2.3.1, 16.3. 

46 



10499

217 

In our review, we identified an FBI CHS who, months after the presidential 
campaign was concluded, 

to the FBI, without being tasked by the FBI to gather that 
information, or directed by the FBI to participate ln the campaign. This type of 
voluntary activity does not meet the definition of UDP and therefore does not 
implicate the FBI's requirements for approval of UDP. 

B. Investigative Activities Concerning Members of the News 
Media, White House and Executive Branch Personnel, and 
Members of Congress 

The Department and the FBI have policies to ensure appropriate oversight 
and accountability for investigative activities involving members of the news media, 
White House personnel, and Members of Congress. 

1. Members of the News Media 

The Department and the FBI have numerous regulations and policies 
regarding investigations that involve members of the news media that relate to 
events arising from their profession. For example, 28 C.F.R. § 50.10 and the 

1so DIOG § 16.2.3.S, 

157 DIOG § 16.4(A). 

158 DIOG § 16.3.1.5.l(B). 

1s9 DIOG § 16.2.3.2. 

160 DIOG § 16.3.1.5.3(C). 
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Department's Justice Manual § 9-13.400 govern obtaining information from, or 
records of, members of the news media and questioning, arresting, or charging 
members of the news media. The rules require, with certain exceptions, the 
Attorney General to approve subpoenas issued to members of the news media; 
warrants to search premises, properties, communications records, or business 
records of a member of the news media; and questioning, arresting, or charging 
members of the news media. 

Pursuant to DIOG § 18.5.9.3.1, FBI agents must obtain higher-level 
authority, consistent with 28 C.F.R. § 50.10, when seeking the issuance of a 
subpoena for records relating to members of the news media. Similarly, DIOG § 
18.6.4.3.4.3 requires the FBI to obtain the Attorney General's approval when using 
an administrative subpoena directed to a telecommunications provider for toll 
records associated with members of the news media. 

2. White House and Executive Branch Personnel 

The Department's Justice Manual states that any monitoring of oral 
communications without the consent of all parties, when it is known that the 
monitoring concerns an investigation into an allegation of misconduct committed by 
a senior member of the executive branch, must be approved by a Deputy AAG from 
the Department's Criminal Division. 161 

DIOG § 18.5.6.4. 7 states that an FBI agent may only initiate contact with 
White House personnel as part of an investigation after consulting with the FBI OGC 
and obtaining SAC and appropriate FBI Assistant Director approval. 

3. Members of Congress and Their Staff 

The Department's Justice Manual states that any monitoring of oral 
communications without the consent of all parties when it is known that the 
monitoring concerns an investigation into an allegation of misconduct committed by 
a Member of Congress must be approved by a Deputy AAG from the Department's 
Criminal Division. 162 

DIOG § 18.5.6.4.6 requires FBI agents to obtain SAC and appropriate FBI 
Assistant Director approval, along with notice to the AD for the Office of 
Congressional Affairs, when seeking to interview a Member of Congress or 
Congressional staff in connection with a public corruption matter or a foreign 
counterintelligence matter. 

161 Section 9-7.302. 
1s2 Sections 9-7.302, 9·85.110. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
THE OPENING OF CROSSFIRE HURRICANE, STAFFING, AND THE 

EARLY STAGES OF THE INVESTIGATION 

On July 31, 2016, the FBI opened a counterintelligence investigation known 
as "Crossfire Hurricane." In this chapter, we provide an overview of the opening 
and initial steps of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation and its related cases. We 
first summarize the intelligence available to the FBI in the summer of 2016 
regarding the Russian government's efforts to interfere with the 2016 U.S. 
elections. We then describe the events that led to the opening of the Crossfire 
Hurricane umbrella investigation and the related counterintelligence investigations 
of George Papadopoulos, Carter Page, Paul Manafort, and Michael Flynn. We also 
describe the structure and oversight of these investigations, including the FBI's 
staffing of the cases and the involvement of senior FBI and Department officials. 
Finally, we describe the early investigative steps taken in furtherance of the 
investigations. 

I. Intelligence Community Awareness of Attempted Russian 
Interference in the 2016 U.S. Elections 

At the time the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was opened in July 2016, 
the U.S. Intelligence Community (USIC), which includes the FBI, was aware of 
Russian efforts to Interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections. The Russian efforts 
included cyber intrusions into various political organizations, including the 
Democratic National Committee (DNC) and Democratic Congressional Campaign 
Committee (DCCC). Throughout spring and early summer 2016, the FBI became 
aware of specific cyber intrusions for which the Russian government was 
responsible, through ongoing investigations into Russian hacking operations 
conducted by the FBI's Cyber Division and the FBI's Counterintelligence Division 
(CD). 

In March and May 2016, FBI field offices identified a spear phishing campaign 
by the Russian military intelligence agency, known as the General Staff Intelligence 
Directorate (GRU), targeting email addresses associated with the DNC and the 
Hillary Clinton campaign, as well as efforts to place malware on DNC and DCCC 
computer networks. In June and July 2016, stolen materials were released online 
through the fictitious personas "Guccifer 2.0" and "DCLeaks." In addition, in late 
July 2016, Wikileaks released emails obtained from DNC servers as part of its 
"Hlllary Leak Series." By August 2016, the USIC assessed that in the weeks leading 
up to the 2016 U.S. elections, Russia was considering further intelligence 
operations to impact or disrupt the elections. 

In addition to the Russian infiltration of DNC and DCCC computer systems, 
between March and August 2016, the FBI became aware of numerous attempts to 
hack into state election systems. These included confirmed access into elements of 
multiple state or local electoral boards using tactics, techniques, and procedures 
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associated with Russian state-sponsored actors. 163 The FBI learned that Russian 
efforts also included cyber-enabled scanning and probing of election related 
infrastructure in several states. 

It was in this context that the FBI received information on July 28, 2016, 
about a conversation between Papadopoulos and an official of a Friendly Foreign 
Government (FFG) in May 2016 during which Papadopoulos "suggested the Trump 
team had received some kind of suggestion" from Russia that it could assist this 
process with the anonymous release of information during the campaign that would 
be damaging to candidate Clinton and President Obama. As described below, the 
FBI opened the Crossfire Hurricane investigation 3 days after receiving this 
information. 

II. The Friendly Foreign Government Information and the FBI's Decision 
to Open Crossfire Hurricane and Four Related counterintelligence 
Investigations 

On July 31, 2016, the FBI opened the Crossfire Hurricane counterintelligence 
investigation to determine whether individuals associated with the Donald J. Trump 
for President Campaign were coordinating or cooperating, wittingly or unwittingly, 
with the Russian government to influence or interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections. 
According to the opening Electronic Communication (EC), the investigation was 
predicated on intelligence from an FFG. In this section, we describe the receipt of 
the information from the FFG and the decisions to open the Crossfire Hurricane 

163 Beginning in January 2017 and continuing into 2019, several U.S. government agencies, 
as well as senior intelligence officials, reported on Russia's efforts to interfere with the 2016 U.S. 
elections. For example, the Intelligence Community Assessment {ICA) titled "Assessing Russian 
Activities and Intentions in Recent U.S. Elections," published on January 6, 2017, concluded that 
Russian President Vladimir Putin and the Russian government conducted an influence campaign 
followed by a Russian messaging strategy that blended covert intelligence operations, such as cyber 
activity, with overt efforts in order to undermine public faith In the U.S. democratic process, denigrate 
then candidate Clinton, and harm Clinton's electability and potential presidency. Additionally, in June 
2017, during a Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Hearing on Russian Interference in the 2016 
U.S. Elections, USIC leadership concurred with the ICA and acknowledged that the Russian 
government was responsible for compromises of and leaks from political figures and institutions, 
among other activities, as part of its efforts to influence and interfere in U.S. elections. Similarly, the 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence in 2019 and the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence in 2018 found, in part, that the Russian government historically has attempted to interfere 
in U.S. elections and attempted to interfere in the 2016 U.S. elections through attacks on state voter 
registration databases, cyber operations targeting governments and businesses using tactics such as 
spear phishing, hacking operations to include the DNC network, and social media campaigns. U.S. 
House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, Report on Russian Active Measures, 115th Cong., 
2d sess., 2018, 114-130. U.S. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, Russian Active Measures 
Campaigns and Interference in the 2016 U.S. Election, Volume 1: Russian Efforts Against Election 
Infrastructure with Additional Views, 116th Cong., 1st sess., 2019, 1-10. Further, Special Counsel 
Robert S. Mueller III concluded that the Russian government interfered with the 2016 U.S. elections 
through a social media campaign that favored then candidate Trump and disparaged then candidate 
Clinton, and through cyber intrusion operations against entities and individuals working on the Clinton 
Campaign. See The Special Counsel's Report, Vol. I at 1, 4-7. 
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counterintelligence investigation and the related investigations of Papadopoulos, 
Page, Manafort, and Flynn. 

A. Receipt of Information from the Friendly Foreign Government 
and the Opening of Crossfire Hurricane 

By March 2016, Papadopoulos, Page, and Flynn were among several 
indiViduals serving as foreign policy advisors for the Trump campaign. Manafort 
joined the Trump campaign in March 2016 as the campaign convention manager. 
In the weeks that followed, Papadopoulos met with officials of an FFG in a European 
city that had arranged several meetings in May 2016 to engage with members of 
the Trump campaign. During one of these meetings, Papadopoulos reportedly 
"suggested" to an FFG official that the Trump campaign "received some kind of a 
suggestion from Russia" that it could assist the campaign by anonymously releasing 
derogatory information about presidential candidate Hillary Clinton. 164 However, 
the FFG did not provide information about Papadopoulos's statements to the U.S. 
government at that time. 

On July 26, 2016, 4 days after Wikileaks publicly released hacked emails 
from the DNC, the FFG official spoke with a U.S. government {USG} official in the 
European city about an "urgent matter" that required an in-person meeting. At the 
meeting, the FFG official informed the USG official of the meetin with 
Papadopoulos. The FFG official also provided 
information from FFG officials following the May 2016 meeting 
(hereinafter referred to as the FFG information). ■■••■ stated, in part, that 
Papadopoulos 

164 During October 25, 2018 testimony before the House Judiciary and House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, Papadopoulos stated that the source of the information he shared 
with the FFG official was a professor from London, Joseph Mifsud. Papadopoulos testified that Mifsud 
provided him with information about the Russians possessing ~dirt" on Hillary Clinton. Papadopoulos 
raised the possibility during his Congressional testimony that Mifsud might have been "working with 
the FBI and this was some sort of operation• to entrap Papadopoulos. As discussed in Chapter Ten of 
this report, the OIG searched the FBI's database of Confidential Human Sources (CHS), and did not 
find any records indicating that Mifsud was an FBI CHS, or that Mifsud's discussions with Papadopoulos 
were art of an FBI o eration. In Cha ter Ten we also note that the FBI re uested information 

We refer to Joseph Mifsud by name in this report because the Department publicly revealed 
Mifsud's Identity in The Special Counsel's Report (public version}. According to The Special Counsel's 
Report, Papadopoulos first met Mifsud in March 2016, after Papadopoulos had already learned that he 
would be serving as a foreign policy advisor for the Trump campaign. According to The Special 
Counsel's Report, Mifsud only showed interest in Papadopoulos after learning of Papadopoulos's role in 
the campaign, and told Papadopoulos about the Russians possessing "dirt" on then candidate Clinton 
in late April 2016. The Special Counsel found that Papadopoulos lied to the FBI about the timing of his 
discussions with Mifsud, as well as the nature and extent of his communications with Mifsud. The 
Special Counsel charged Papadopoulos under Title 18 U.S.C. § 1001 with making false statements. 
Papadopoulos pied guilty and was sentenced to 14 days in prison. See The Special Counsel's Report, 
Vol. 1, at 192-94. 
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suggested the Trump team had received some kind of suggestion from 
Russia that it could assist this process with the anonymous release of 
information during the campaign that would be damaging to Mrs. 
Clinton (and President Obama). It was unclear whether he or the 
Russians were referring to material acquired publicly of [sic] through 
other means. It was also unclear how Mr. Trump's team reacted to 
the offer. We note the Trump team's reaction could, in the end, have 
little bearing of what Russia decides to do, with or without Mr. Trump's 
cooperation. 

On July 27, 2016, the USG official called the FBI's Legal Attache (Legat) and 
■ 1 in the European city to her office and provided them 

with the FFG information. 165 The Legat told us he was not provided any other 
information about the meetings between the FFG and Papadopoulos. 166 The Legat 
also told us that he did not know under what FBI case number the FFG information 
should be documented and transmitted. At the recommendation of the European 
city Assistant Legal Attache (ALAT) for Counterintelligence, the Legat contacted a 
former ALAT who at the time was an Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC) in 
the FBI's Philadelphia Field Office. The ASAC told the Legat that he believed the 
FFG information was related to the hack of DNC emails and identified a case 
number for that investigation for the Legat to use to transmit the information. The 
following day, on July 28, 2016, the Legat sent an EC documenting the FFG 
information to the Philadelphia Field Office ASAC. The same day, the information in 
the EC was emailed to the Section Chief of the Cyber Counterintelligence 
Coordination Section at FBI Headquarters. 

From July 28 to July 31, officials at FBI Headquarters discussed the FFG 
information and whether it warranted opening a counterintelligence investigation. 
The Assistant Director (AD) for CD, E.W. "Bill" Priestap, was a central figure in 
these discussions. According to Priestap, he discussed the matter with then Section 
Chief of CD's Counterespionage Section Peter Strzok, as well as the Section Chief of 
CD's Counterintelligence Analysis Section I {Intel Section Chief); and with 
representatives of the FBI's Office of the General Counsel (OGC), including Deputy 
General Counsel Trisha Anderson and a unit chief (OGC Unit Chief) in OGC's 
National Security and Cyber Law Branch (NSCLB). Priestap told us that he also 
discussed the matter with either then Deputy Director (DD) Andrew McCabe or then 
Executive Assistant Director (EAD) Michael Steinbach, but did not recall discussing 
the matter with then Director James Corney told the OIG that he did not recall 
being briefed on the FFG information until after the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation was opened, and that he was not involved in the decision to open the 
case. McCabe said that although he did not specifically recall meeting with Corney 
immediately after the FFG information was received, it was "the kind of thing that 
would have been brought to Director Corney's attention immediately." McCabe's 

165 A Legal Attache (Legat) is the FBI Director's personal representative in a country in which 
the FBI has regional responsibility. 

166 According to the Legat, the···••··· stated at the meeting with the USG 
official that the FFG information "sounds like an FBI matter." 
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contemporaneous notes reflect that the FFG information, Carter Page, and 
Manafort, were discussed on July 29, after a regularly scheduled morning meeting 
of senior FBI leadership with the Director. Although McCabe told us he did not have 
an independent recollection of this discussion, he told us that, based upon his 
notes, this discussion likely included the Director. McCabe's notes reflect only the 
topic of the discussion and not the substance of what was discussed. 

McCabe told us that he recalled discussing the FFG information with Priestap, 
Strzok, then Special Counsel to the Deputy Director Lisa Page, and Corney, 
sometime before Crossfire Hurricane was opened, and he agreed with opening a 
counterintelligence investigation based on the FFG information. He told us the 
decision to open the case was unanimous. McCabe said the FBI viewed the FFG 
information in the context of Russian attempts to interfere with the 2016 U.S. 
elections in the years and months prior, as well as the FBI's ongoing investigation 
into the DNC hack by a Russian Intelligence Service (RIS). He also said that when 
the FBI received the FFG information it was a "tipping point" in terms of opening a 
counterintelligence investigation regarding Russia's attempts to influence and 
interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections because not only was there information that 
Russia was targeting U.S. political institutions, but now the FBI had received an 
allegation from a trusted partner that there had been some sort of contact between 
the Russians and the Trump campaign. McCabe said that he did not recall any 
discussion about whether the FFG information constituted sufficient predication for 
opening a Full Investigation, as opposed to a Preliminary Investigation, but said 
that his belief at the time, based on his experience, was that the FFG information 
was adequate predication.167 

According to Priestap, he authorized opening the Crossfire Hurricane 
counterintelligence investigation on July 31, 2016, based upon these discussions. 
He told us that the FFG information was provided by a trusted source-the FFG­
and he therefore felt it "wise to open an investigation to look into" whether 
someone associated with the Trump campaign may have accepted the reported 
offer from the Russians. Priestap also told us that the combination of the FFG 
information and the FBI's ongoing cyber intrusion investigation of the DNC hacks 
created a counterintelligence concern that the FBI was "obligated" to investigate. 
Priestap said that he did not recall any disagreement about the decision to open 
Crossfire Hurricane, and told us that he was not pressured to open the case. 

We interviewed all of the senior FBI officials who participated in these 
discussions about their reactions to the FFG information and assessments of it as 

167 As detailed in Chapter Two, the DIOG provides for two types of predicated investigations, 
Preliminary Investigations and Full Investigations. A Preliminary Investigation may be opened based 
upon "any allegation or information" indicative of possible criminal activity or threats to the national 
security; a Full Investigation may be opened based upon an "articulable factual basis" of possible 
criminal activity or threats to the national security. In cases opened as Preliminary Investigations, all 
lawful investigative methods (including CHS and UCE operations) may be used except for mail 
opening, physical searches requiring a search warrant, electronic survelllance requiring a judicial order 
or warrant (Title III wiretap or a FISA order), or requests under Title VII of FISA. A Preliminary 
Investigation may be converted to a Full Investigation if the available information provides predication 
for a Full Investigation. 
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predication for Crossfire Hurricane. Each of these officials told us the information 
warranted opening a counterintelligence investigation. For example, Anderson told 
us that when the information from the Legat arrived it was "really disturbing," and 
that she told Priestap the information needed to be reviewed by the Deputy Director 
immediately (Anderson and Priestap, in fact, briefed McCabe that day, July 28}. 
She also told us that the decision to open the case was based upon the concern 
that the U.S. democratic process could be manipulated by a foreign power. 
Anderson also told us that "[the FBI] would have been derelict in our 
responsibilities had we not opened the case," and that a foreign power allegedly 
colluding with a presidential candidate or his team members was a threat to our 
nation that the FBI was obligated to investigate under its counterintelligence 
mission. 

Similarly, then FBI General Counsel James Baker told us that everyone was 
in agreement about opening an investigation because the information came from a 
trusted intelligence partner, and it concerned a "Russian connection to the Trump 
campaign." He told us the FBI had information about the Russian's hacking 
activities, which they considered "a threat." Baker could not specifically recall 
whether Crossfire Hurricane was opened as a Preliminary Investigation or a Full 
Investigation, but told us that a Full Investigation "would have been justified under 
these facts." 

The Intel Section Chief also told us that he recalled the discussions about the 
FFG information when it arrived and said no one disagreed with opening a 
counterintelligence investigation based on the information. The Intel Section Chief 
also said that in the context of what was occurring with the DNC hacks and the 
release of the DNC emails, there was a possibility that the Russians reached out to 
a campaign to offer their assistance, and the FBI needed to investigate the 
allegation. The OGC Unit Chief had the same recollection, telling us that there was 
no real question about whether to investigate and that her impression was 
everyone thought the FFG information was so serious that the FBI had to 
investigate the allegations: "[T]his is not something we were looking to do, but 
given the allegations, we thought they were serious enough [that] we had to 
investigate." 

Like Priestap, these officials told us that their evaluation of the FFG 
information was informed by the FBI's ongoing cyber investigation involving Russia 
and the DNC hack. According to the Intel Section Chief and Strzok, when the FFG 
information arrived, the FBI already had strong corroborating information indicating 
that senior officials in the Russian government were responsible for directing 
attacks on the 2016 U.S. elections, including the hack of the DNC. Anderson said 
the FBI's ongoing cyber investigation supported the decision to open a 
counterintelligence case based on the FFG information. Anderson stated: 

.. .I don't remember exactly when we felt, you know, the moment in 
time when we felt that we had Russian attribution, not just to the 
hack, but also to the release of the emails. So though that was 
suspected or we had some information to support that theory for quite 
some time, but whether you ... can attribute that to the Russians with a 
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high degree of certainty or ... not, it sort of puts the whole thing 
together. On the one hand you've got the Russian efforts to obtain 
material that could be used as part of a foreign influence campaign 
and then on the other hand you've got [this] information about the 
possibility of collusion between the Russians and members of a 
presidential candidate's campaign. 

Prlestap told the OIG that before arriving at a final decision, he considered 
whether to provide a "defensive briefing" to any member of the Trump campaign in 
lieu of opening an investigation. According to Priestap, defensive briefings occur 
when U.S. government or corporate officials are being targeted by a foreign 
adversary and the FBI determines the officials should be alerted to the potential 
threat. Priestap did not recall who first raised the issue of defensive briefings, but 
said he discussed the subject collaboratively with other FBI officials. Priestap told 
us that he ultimately decided not to conduct defensive briefings and explained his 
reasoning: 

While the Counterintelligence Division does regularly provide defensive 
briefings to U.S. government officials or possible soon to be officials, in 
my experience, we do this when there is no indication, whatsoever, 
that the person to whom we would brief could be working with the 
relevant foreign adversary. In other words, we provide defensive 
briefings when we obtain information indicating a foreign adversary is 
trying or will try to influence a specific U.S. person, and when there is 
no indication that the specific U.S. person could be working with the 
adversary. In regard to the information the [FFGJ provided us, we had 
no indication as to which person in the Trump campaign allegedly 
received the offer from the Russians. There was no specific U.S. 
person identified. We also had no indication, whatsoever, that the 
person affiliated with the Trump campaign had rejected the alleged 
offer from the Russians. In fact, the information we received Indicated 
that Papadopoulos told the [FFG] he felt confident Mr. Trump would 
win the election, and Papadopoulos commented that the Clintons had a 
lot of baggage and that the Trump team had plenty of material to use 
in its campaign. While Papadopoulos didn't say where the Trump team 
had received the "material," one could reasonably infer that some of 
the material might have come from the Russians. Had we provided a 
defensive briefing to someone on the Trump campaign, we would have 
alerted the campaign to what we were looking into, and, if someone on 
the campaign was engaged with the Russians, he/she would very likely 
change his/her tactics and/or otherwise seek to cover~up his/her 
activities, thereby preventing us from finding the truth. On the other 
hand, if no one on the Trump campaign was working with the 
Russians, an investigation could prove that. Because the possibility 
existed that someone on the Trump campaign could have taken the 
Russians up on their offer, I thought it wise to open an investigation to 
look into the situation. 
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McCabe said that he did not consider a defensive briefing as an alternative to 
opening a counterintelligence case. He said that based on the FFG information, the 
FBI did not know if any member of the campaign was coordinating with Russia and 
that the FBI did not brief people who "could potentially be the subjects that you are 
investigating or looking for." McCabe told us that in a sensitive counterintelligence 
matter, it was essential to have a better understanding of what was occurring 
before taking an overt step such as providing a defensive briefing.168 

We also asked those FBI officials involved in the decision to open Crossfire 
Hurricane whether the FBI received any other information, such as from members 
of the USIC, that the FBI relied upon to predicate Crossfire Hurricane. All of them 
told us that there was no such information and that predication for the case was 
based solely on the FFG information. 159 We also asked Corney and McCabe about 
then CIA Director John Brennan's statements reported in several news articles that 
he provided to the FBI intelligence on Russian contacts with U.S. persons that 
predicated or prompted the opening of Crossfire Hurricane. Corney told us that 
while Brennan shared intelligence on the overarching efforts by the Russian 
government to interfere in the 2016 U.S. elections, Brennan did not provide any 
information that predicated or prompted the FBI to open Crossfire Hurricane. 
McCabe said that he did not recall Brennan providing the FBI with information 
before the FBI's decision to open an investigation about any U.S person potentially 
cooperating with Russia in the efforts to interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections. 
Priestap and the Intel Section Chief also told us that Brennan did not provide the 
FBI any intelligence that predicated the opening of Crossfire Hurricane. We did not 
find information in FBI or Department electronic communications, emails, or other 
documents, or through witness testimony, indicating otherwise. 

On July 31, 2016, the FBI opened a full counterintelligence investigation 
under the code name Crossfire Hurricane "to determine whether individual(s) 
associated with the Trump campaign are witting of and/or coordinating activities 
with the Government of Russia." As the predicating information did not indicate a 
specific individual, the opening EC did not include a specific subject or subjects. As 
described in Chapter Two, the factual predication required to open a Full 
Investigation under the Attorney General's Guidelines for Domestic Operations (AG 

168 McCabe told us that the decision to brief the DNC and Clinton campaign about the DNC 
hack was a different situation than the decision not to brief the Trump campaign about allegations of 
Russian efforts to assist the Trump campaign. He said that the DNC was a victim of hacking and the 
FBI had known that the DNC was not responsible for the hacks for some time. 

169 As we describe in Chapter Four, although the FBI first received reporting from Christopher 
Steele regarding alleged Russian interference in the 2016 U.S. elections in early July 2016, the agents 
and analysts investigating the FFG information (the Crossfire Hurricane team) did not become aware 
of the Steele reporting until September 19, 2016. We found no evidence the Steele election reporting 
was known to or used by FBI officials involved in the decision to open the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. 

In the OIG's Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election, we describe in 
Classified Appendix One certain information that the FBI was in possession of in 2016 but the vast 
majority of which the FBI had not reviewed by June 2018. Given that timing, we did not see any 
evidence that any of that information was considered for or part of the predication for the opening of 
Crossfire Hurricane. 
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Guidelines) and the FBI's Domestic Investigations and Operations Guide (DIOG) is 
an "articulable factual basis" that reasonably indicates that one of several 
circumstances exist: 

• An activity constituting a federal crime or a threat to the national 
security has or may have occurred, is or may be occurring, or will or 
may occur and the investigation may obtain information relating to the 
activity or the involvement or role of an individual, group, or 
organization in such activity; 

• An individual, group, organization, entity, information, property, or 
activity is or may be a target of attack, victimization, acquisition, 
infiltration, or recruitment in connection with criminal activity in 
violation of federal law or a threat to the national security and the 
investigation may obtain information that would help to protect against 
such activity or threat; or 

• The investigation may obtain foreign intelligence that is responsive to 
a requirement that the FBI collect positive foreign intelligence-i.e., 
information relating to the capabilities, intentions, or activities of 
foreign governments or elements thereof, foreign organizations or 
foreign persons, or international terrorists. 

The opening EC describing the predication for Crossfire Hurricane relied 
exclusively on Papadopoulos's statements to the FFG ■■■■■I in the FFG 
information. 

Crossfire Hurricane was opened by CD and was assigned a case number used 
by the FBI for possible violations of the Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA), 22 
U.S.C. § 611, et seq., and 18 U.S.C. § 951 {Agents of Foreign Governments).170 As 
described in Chapter Two, the AG Guidelines recognize that activities subject to 
investigation as "threats to the national security" may also Involve violations or 
potential violations of federal criminal laws, or may serve important purposes 
outside the ambit of normal criminal investigation and prosecution by informing 
national security decisions. Given such potential overlap In subject matter, neither 
the AG Guidelines nor the DIOG require the FBI to differently label its activities as 
criminal investigations, national security investigations, or foreign intelligence 
collections. Rather, the AG Guidelines state that, where an authorized purpose 
exists, all of the FBI's legal authorities are available for deployment in all cases to 
which they apply. 171 

The opening EC also designated Crossfire Hurricane as a "sensitive 
investigative matter," or SIM, which as described in Chapter Two, includes matters 

170 We have previously found differing understandings between FBI agents and federal 
prosecutors and NSD officials about the intent of FARA as well as what constitutes a "FARA case." See 
OOJ OIG, Audit of the National Security Division's Enforcement and Administration of the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act, Audit Division 16-24 (September 2016), 
https://oig.justice.gov/reports/2016/a1624.pdf {accessed December 19, 2019). 

171 See AG Guidelines § A, II. 
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involving the activities of a domestic public official or political candidate (involving 
corruption or a threat to the national security), or a domestic political organization 
or an individual prominent in such an organization.172 The term "domestic pol!tical 
organization" includes, in relevant part, a committee or group formed to elect an 
individual to public office. According to David Laufman, then Chief of the National 
Security Division's {NSD) Counterintelligence and Export Control Section (CES}, the 
case was designated a SIM because it involved a campaign and "people associated 
with a campaign." The DIOG requires that cases opened and designated as SIMs 
by FBI Headquarters be reviewed by OGC and approved by the appropriate FBI 
Headquarters operational section chief. The DIOG also requires that the FBI 
provide an "appropriate NSD official" with written notification of the opening of a 
SIM.173 The DIOG does not impose any additional special requirements on SIMs, 
but does state particular care should be taken when considering whether a planned 
course of action is the least intrusive method and if reasonable based upon the 
circumstances of the investigation. 174 

After Priestap authorized the opening of Crossfire Hurricane, Strzok, with 
input from the OGC Unit Chief, drafted and approved the opening EC.175 Strzok told 
us that the case agent normally drafts the opening EC for an investigation, but that 
Strzok did so for Crossfire Hurricane because a case agent was not yet assigned 
and there was an immediate need to travel to the European city to interview the 
FFG officials who had met with Papadopoulos. With respect to the DIOG's 
notification requirement to NSD, we located in the Crossfire Hurricane case file a 
Letterhead Memorandum {LHM) dated August 3, 2016, addressed to NSD. 
However, NSD officials told us that NSD has no record showing it received the LHM, 
and we were unable to determine whether the FBI in fact provided the LHM to 
NSo.116 

In addition to being designated a SIM, witnesses told us that, because the 
information being investigated related to an ongoing presidential election campaign, 
the Crossfire Hurricane case file was designated as "prohibited" meaning that 
access to the file was restricted and viewable to only those individuals assigned to 

172 The DIOG requires that if a case is designated as a SIM at the time of opening, the title or 
case caption must contain the words "Sensitive Investigative Matter.• The opening EC for Crossfire 
Hurricane met this DIOG requirement. 

173 There is no requirement under the AG Guidelines or the DIOG that a senior Department 
official approve of or be consulted prior to the opening of an investigation designated a SIM. 

174 The DIOG requires that the least intrusive means or method be considered and-if 
reasonable based upon the circumstances of the investigation-used to obtain intelligence or evidence 
in lieu of a more intrusive method. The concept of least intrusive method applies to the collection of 
all information. 

175 Strzok was promoted to a CD Section Chief in February 2016, and later to Deputy 
Assistant Director (DAD) of CD's Operations Branch I on September 4, 2016. 

176 According to FBI documents, although the FBI usually provides an LHM to !\ISO, "due to 
the extreme sensitivity of both predication and subject of [Crossfire Hurricane], NSD was orally 
briefed." Notes and testimony reflect that in early August, NSD officials were briefed on at least two 
occasions at FBI Headquarters about the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
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work on the investigation. Agents and analysts referred to the investigation as 
"close-hold" and, as discussed later in this chapter, used covert investigative 
techniques to ensure information about the investigation remained known only to 
the team and FBI and Department officials. 

e. The FBI Opens Counterintelligence Investigations on 
Papadopoulos, Carter Page, Manafort, and Flynn 

On August 1, 2016, Strzok and a supervisory special agent (SSA 1) traveled 
to the European city to interview the FFG officials who met with Papadopoulos in 
May 2016. 177 According to Strzok and SSA 1, during the interview they learned 
that Papadopoulos did not say that he had direct contact with the Russians; that 
while his statement did not include him, it did not exclude him either; and that 
Papadopoulos stated the Russians told "us." Strzok and SSA 1 also said they 
learned that Papadopoulos did not specify any other individual who received the 
Russian suggestion. Strzok, the Intel Section Chief, the Supervisory Intelligence 
Analyst (Supervisory Intel Analyst), and Case Agent 2 told the OIG that, based on 
this information, the initial investigative objective of Crossfire Hurricane was to 
determine which individuals associated with the Trump campaign may have been in 
a position to have received the alleged offer of assistance from Russia. 

After conducting preliminary open source and FBI database inquiries, 
intelligence analysts on the Crossfire Hurricane team identified three individuals­
Carter Page, Paul Manafort, and Michael Flynn-associated with the Trump 
campaign with either ties to Russia or a history of travel to Russia. On August 10, 
2016, the team opened separate counterintelligence FARA cases on Carter Page, 
Manafort, and Papadopoulos, under code names assigned by the FBI. On August 
16, 2016, a counterintelligence FARA case was opened on Flynn under a code name 
assigned by the FBI. The opening ECs for all four investigations were drafted by 
either of the two Special Agents assigned to serve as the Case Agents for the 
investigation (Case Agent 1 or Case Agent 2) and were approved by Strzok, as 
required by the DIOG.178 Each case was designated a SIM because the individual 
subjects were believed to be "prominent in a domestic political campaign. "179 

As summarized below, the opening ECs for the investigations provided similar 
descriptions of the predicating information relied upon to open the cases. The ECs 

177 Email exchanges reflect that the FBI planned to interview the FFG officials by telephone; 
however, the Legat told Strzok that a Senior Executive Service-level (SES) FBI official from CD should 
make the trip and meet with the FFG officials. Emails also reflect that a USG official advised the FBI 
that one of the FFG officials the FBI planned to interview would be unavailable on August 9 and 
suggested the interview take place prior to that date. 

178 Although the opening ECs identified Strzok, SSA l, and the OGC Unit Chief as approvers, 
the OGC Unit Chief said that she provided legal review of the opening ECs only. As we described in 
Chapter Two, when a case is opened and designated a SIM by FBI Headquarters, the case opening 
requires review by OGC and approval by the FBI Headquarters operational Section Chief (SC). 

179 We did not locate any records that indicated the FBI provided written notification to NSD 
about the opening of these cases. However, as we described earlier in this chapter, the FBI orally 
briefed NSD officials on at least two occasions in August 2016 about the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation to include Papadopoulos, Manafort, Flynn, and Carter Page. 
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differed in their descriptions of the particular activities of the subjects that gained 
the FBI's attention. 

• The opening EC for the Carter Page investigation stated that there was 
an articulable factual basis that Carter Page "may wittingly or 
unwittingly be involved in activity on behalf of the Russian Federation 
which may constitute a federal crime or threat to the national 
security." The EC cross-referenced the predication for Crossfire 
Hurricane and stated that Page was a senior foreign policy advisor for 
the Trump campaign, had extensive ties to various Russia-owned 
entities, and had traveled to Russia as recently as July 2016. The EC 
also noted that Carter Page was the subject of an open, ongoing 
counterintelligence investigation assigned to the FBI's New York Field 
Office (NYFO), which we describe in the next section. 

• The opening EC for the Manafort investigation stated that there was an 
articulable factual basis that Manafort "may wittingly or unwittingly be 
Involved in activity on behalf of the Russian Federation which may 
constitute a federal crime or threat to the national security." The EC 
cross-referenced the predication for Crossfire Hurricane and stated 
that Manafort was designated the Delegate Process and Convention 
Manager for the Trump campaign, was promoted to Campaign 
Manager for the Trump campaign, and had extensive ties to pro­
Russian entities of the Ukrainian government. 

• The opening EC for the Papadopoulos investigation stated that there 
was an articulable factual basis that Papadopoulos "may wittingly or 
unwittingly be involved in activity on behalf of the Russian Federation 
which may constitute a federal crime or threat to the national 
security." The EC cross-referenced the predication for Crossfire 
Hurricane and stated that Papadopoulos was a senior foreign advisor 
for the Trump campaign and had "made statements indicating that he 
ls knowledgeable that the Russians made a suggestion to the Trump 
team that they could assist the Trump campaign with an anonymous 
release of information during the campaign that would be damaging to 
the Clinton Campaign." 

• The opening EC for the Flynn investigation stated that there was an 
articulable factual basis that Flynn "may wittingly or unwittingly be 
involved in activity on behalf of the Russian Federation which may 
constitute a federal crime or threat to the national security." The EC 
cross-referenced the predication for Crossfire Hurricane and stated 
that Flynn was an advisor to the Trump campaign, had various ties to 
state-affiliated entities of Russia, and traveled to Russia in December 
2015. 
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C. The Pre-Existing FBI New York Field Office Counterintelligence 
Investigation of Carter Page 

The OGC Unit Chief told us that of all the individuals associated with the 
Trump campaign best positioned to have received the alleged offer of assistance 
from Russia, Carter Page "quickly rose to the top" of the list because of his past 
connections to Russian officials and the FBI's previous contacts with Page. As 
reflected in the FISA applications described in Chapters Five and Seven, as well as 
in other FBI documents, NYFO had an interest in Carter Page for several years 
before August 2016 and had interviewed him on multiple occasions because of his 
relationships with individuals the FBI knew to be Russian intelligence officers. 

An FBI counterintelligence agent in NYFO {NYFO CI Agent) with extensive 
experience in Russian matters told the OIG that Carter Page had been on NYFO's 
radar since 2009, when he had contact with a known Russian Intelligence officer 
{Intelligence Officer 1). According to the EC documenting NYFO's June 2009 
interview with Page, Page told NYFO agents that he knew and kept in regular 
contact with Intelligence Officer 1 and provided him with a copy of a non-public 
annual report from an American company. The EC stated that Page "immediately 
advised [the agents] that due to his work and overseas experiences, he has been 
questioned by and provides information to representatives of [another U.S. 
government agency] on an ongoing basis." The EC also noted that agents did not 
ask Page any questions about his dealings with the other U.S. government agency 
during the interviews. 180 

NYFO CI agents believed that Carter Page was "passed" from Intelligence 
Officer 1 to a successor Russian intelligence officer (Intelligence Officer 2} in 2013 
and that Page would continue to be introduced to other Russian intelligence officers 
in the future. 181 In June 2013, NYFO CI agents interviewed Carter Page about these 
contacts. Page acknowledged meeting Intelligence Officer 2 following an 
introduction earlier in 2013. When agents intimated to Carter Page during the 
interview that Intelligence Officer 2 may be a Russian intelligence officer, 
specifically, an "SVR" officer, Page told them he believed in "openness" and because 

180 on or about August 17, 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane team received a memorandum from 
the other U.S. government agency detailing Its prior relationship with Carter Page, including that Page 
had been approved as an operational contact for the other agency from 2008 to 2013 and information 
that Page had provided to the other agency concerning Page's prior contacts with certain Russian 
intelligence officers. We found no evidence that, after receiving the August 17 Memorandum, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team requested additional information from the other agency prior to submission 
of the first FISA application in order to deconflict on issues that we believe were relevant to the FISA 
application. According to the U.S. government agency, "operational contact," as that term is used in 
the August 17 Memorandum, provides "Contact Approval,• which allows the agency to contact and 
discuss sensitive information with a U.S. person and to collect information from that person via 
"passive debriefing," or debriefing a person of information that is within the knowledge of an individual 
and has been acquired through the normal course of that individual's activities. According to the U.S. 
government agency, a "Contact Approval" does not allow for operational use of a U.S. person or 
tasking of that person. 

181 CI agents refer to this as "slot succession," whereby a departing intelligence officer 
"passes" his or her contacts to an incoming intelligence officer. 
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he did not have access to classified information, his acquaintance with Intelligence 
Officer 2 was a "positive" for him. In August 2013, NYFO CI agents again 
interviewed Page regarding his contacts with Intelligence Officer 2. Page 
acknowledged meeting with Intelligence Officer 2 since his June 2013 FBI interview. 

In January 2015, three Russian intelligence officers, including Intelligence 
Officer 2, were charged in a sealed complaint, and subsequently indicted, in the 
Southern District of New York (SONY) for conspiring to act in the United States as 
unregistered agents of the Russian Federation. 182 The indictment referenced 
Intelligence Officer 2's attempts to recruit "Male-1" as an asset for gathering 
intelligence on behalf of Russia. 

On March 2, 2016, the NYFO CI Agent and SONY Assistant United States 
Attorneys interviewed Carter Page in preparation for the trial of one of the indicted 
Russian intelligence officers. During the interview, Page stated that he knew he 
was the person referred to as Male-1 in the indictment and further said that he had 
identified himself as Male-1 to a Russian Minister and various Russian officials at a 
United Nations event in "the spirit of openness." The NYFO CI Agent told us she 
returned to her office after the interview and discussed with her supervisor opening 
a counterintelligence case on Page based on his statement to Russian officials that 
he believed he was Male-1 in the indictment and his continued contact with Russian 
intelligence officers. 

The FBI's NYFO CI squad supervisor (NYFO CI Supervisor) told us she 
believed she should have opened a counterintelligence case on Carter Page prior to 
March 2, 2016 based on his continued contacts with Russian intelligence officers; 
however, she said the squad was preparing for a big trial, and they did not focus on 
Page until he was interviewed again on March 2. She told us that after the March 2 
interview, she called CD's Counterespionage Section at FBI Headquarters to 
determine whether Page had any security clearances and to ask for guidance as to 
what type of investigation to open on Page.183 On April 1, 2016, the NYFO CI 
Supervisor received an email from the Counterespionage Section advising her to 
o en a investi ation on Pa e. The NYFO CI Su ervisor said that 

In addition, according to FBI 
records, the relevant CD section at FBI Headquarters, in consultation with OGC, 
determined at that time that the Page investigation opened by NYFO was not a SIM, 
but also noted, "should his status change, the appropriate case modification would 
be made." The NYFO CI Supervisor told us that based on what was documented in 

182 Intelligence Officer 3 pied guilty in March 2015. The remaining two indicted Russian 
intelligence officers were no longer in the United States. 

183 CI agents in NYFO told us that the databases containing security clearance information 
were located at FBI Headquarters. When a subject possesses a security clearance, the FBI opens an 
espionage investigation; if the subject does not possess a security clearance, the FBI typically opens a 
counterintelligence investigation. 
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the file and what was known at that time, the NYFO Carter Page investigation was 
not a SIM. 

Although Carter Page was announced as a foreign policy advisor for the 
Trump campaign prior to NYFO receiving this guidance from FBI Headquarters, the 
NYFO CI Supervisor and CI Agent both told the OIG that this announcement did not 
influence their decision to open a case on Page and that their concerns about Page, 
particularly his disclosure to the Russians about his role in the indictment, pre­
dated the announcement. However, the NYFO CI Supervisor said that the 
announcement required noting his new position in the case file should his new 
position require he obtain a security clearance. 

On April 6, 2016, NYFO opened a counterintelligence ■■■I investigation 
on Carter Page under a code name the FBI assigned to him (NYFO investigation) 
based on his contacts with Russian intelligence officers and his statement to 
Russian officials that he was "Male-1" in the SONY indictment. Based on our review 
of documents in the NYFO case file, as well as our interview of the NYFO CI Agent, 
there was limited investigative activity in the NYFO investigation between April 6 
and the Crossfire Hurricane team's opening of its investigation of Page on August 
10. The NYFO CI Agent told the OIG that the steps she took in the first few months 
of the case were to observe whether any other intelligence officers contacted Page 
and to prepare national security letters seeking Carter Page's cell phone number(s) 
and residence information. The NYFO CI agent said that she did not use any CHSs 
to target Page during the NYFO investigation. The NYFO investigation was 
transferred to the Crossfire Hurricane team on August 10 and became part of the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

III. Organization and Oversight of the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation 

The FBI conducted and oversaw the Crossfire Hurricane investigation from 
July 31, 2016, to May 17, 2017, at which time it was transferred to the Special 
Counsel's Office. Over that 10-month period, three different teams of agents and 
analysts were assigned to the case: the first team worked out of FBI Headquarters 
from the opening of the case through December 2016; the second team worked out 
of three FBI field offices and FBI Headquarters from approximately January 2017 
through April 2017; and the third team worked, like the second team, out of the 
three FBI field offices and FBI Headquarters from April 2017 to May 17, 2017. In 
this section, we describe the organization and staffing of the three investigative 
teams and the FBI's reasons for making changes as to how the investigation was 
organized. We also describe the role played by FBI and Department senior 
leadership in the investigation. 
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A. FBI Staffing of the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation 

1. The Management and Structure of the Crossfire Hurricane 
Team 

Witnesses told us that because of the sensitivity of the investigation, CD 
officials originally decided to conduct the investigation out of FBI Headquarters, 
under the program management of Operational Branch I, Section CD-4, rather than 
out of one or more field offices, which is more typical. The original team consisted 
of intelligence analysts, special agents, and SSAs from multiple field offices who 
were assigned to Headquarters for 90-day temporary duty assignments (TDYs). CD 
assigned the original team to the same office space at Headquarters, with both 
agents and analysts working together in close proximity. Agents and analysts on 
the Crossfire Hurricane team told the OIG that the decision to conduct the 
investigation out of FBI Headquarters instead of a field office presented multiple 
challenges, such as difficulties in obtaining needed investigative resources, 
including surveillance teams, electronic evidence storage, technically trained 
agents, and other investigative assets standard in field offices to support 
investigations. We were told that these were known risks consciously taken by CD 
officials, including Priestap, in order to minimize the potential for unauthorized 
public disclosure of the investigation and allow for better coordination with 
Headquarters and interagency partners. 

Priestap told us that although he was ultimately responsible for the 
investigation, Strzok and the Intel Section Chief managed Crossfire Hurricane. 
Following the opening of the case, the team held meetings three times a week to 
discuss and determine the next investigative and analytical steps. The agents and 
analysts told us that the investigative and analytical decisions for the investigation 
were made at these meetings by the agents and analysts and then presented to the 
supervisors. Priestap said that while Strzok managed the operational side of 
Crossfire Hurricane, Priestap also sought the opinions of the Intel Section Chief and 
the OGC Unit Chief on operational decisions. Priestap also told us that he originally 
wanted to assign the investigation to a Deputy Assistant Director (DAD) other than 
Strzok because, although he had confidence in Strzok's counterintelligence 
capabilities, he had concerns about Strzok's personal relationship with Lisa Page 
affecting the Crossfire Hurricane team. According to Priestap, he told Steinbach 
about his concerns and Steinbach was supportive of his decision to remove Strzok 
from the team, but his decision was overruled by McCabe. Steinbach told us that 
he had concerns about Strzok and Lisa Page working together because he was 
aware of instances where they bypassed the chain of command to advise McCabe 
about case related information that had not been provided to Priestap or Steinbach. 
Priestap and Steinbach said they did not know why McCabe kept Strzok assigned to 
the investigation. Strzok told the OIG he did not ask McCabe to keep him on the 
investigation and does not know whether Lisa Page requested Strzok remain on the 
investigation in conversations with McCabe. We found no evidence that Page made 
any such request of McCabe. 

McCabe told us that he recalled separate conversations with Steinbach and 
Priestap about Strzok's work on Crossfire Hurricane, but he said that in neither 
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conversation did he (McCabe) overrule a decision by Priestap to remove Strzok 
from the case. According to McCabe, Steinbach said that he wanted to remove 
Strzok from his role on Crossfire Hurricane after Strzok became DAD (in September 
2016) so that Strzok could have a "traditional DAD experience," rather than 
spending too much attention on a single, major sensitive case. McCabe told us that 
he did not disagree with Steinbach, and he saw it as a decision for Steinbach and 
Priestap to make on their own. McCabe said that in a separate conversation with 
Priestap, Priestap raised a concern about Strzok and Page, but that it was not about 
any personal relationship between the two, which McCabe said he did not know 
about at the time. According to McCabe, Priestap expressed frustration about the 
amount of time Page and Strzok were spending together talking about casework 
and that it was interfering with Strzok's ability to carry out his other responsibilities. 
McCabe told us that he did not recall Priestap requesting that Strzok be removed 
from the case because of this concern, but McCabe said that he talked to Page 
about reducing the amount of time she was interacting with Strzok. 

Over a dozen agents, analysts, and one Staff Operations Specialist (SOS) 
were originally assigned on a full-time basis to the Crossfire Hurricane team. Only 
one of the team members on Crossfire Hurricane, Case Agent 3, had previously 
been assigned to the team that conducted the investigation, known as "Midyear 
Exam" or "Midyear," of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's use of personal email for 
official purposes. However, the supervisory chain of DAD Strzok, the Intel Section 
Chief, AD Priestap, EAD Steinbach, Deputy Director McCabe, and Director Corney 
was the same for the Midyear and Crossfire Hurricane investigations. EAD 
Steinbach retired in February 2017 and was succeeded by Carl Ghattas. The 
Crossfire Hurricane team members were selected by Strzok, the Intel Section Chief, 
and SSA 1. The agents reported to SSA 1 and the analysts reported to the 
Supervisory Intel Analyst. SSA 1 reported operational activities to Strzok. The 
Supervisory Intel Analyst reported analytical findings to the Intel Section Chief. In 
addition, an OGC line attorney (OGC Attorney) was supervised by the OGC Unit 
Chief and provided legal support to the team. 184 The OGC Unit Chief reported to 
Anderson, who reported to Baker. 

Case Agent 1 and the SOS were the original Crossfire Hurricane team 
members who had primary responsibility over the Carter Page investigation. They 
were joined by Case Agent 3 and Case Agent 4 who worked on the Papadopoulos 
and Manafort investigations, respectively. 

Following the November 2016 U.S. elections, the 90-day TOY assignments 
ended for the agents and analysts on the original investigative team, and many of 
the team members, including SSA 1, returned to their field offices. In addition, in 
January 2017, CD reorganized the structure of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation 
by transferring the day-to-day operations of the four individual investigations to 
three field offices, and dividing oversight of the investigations between two 
operational branches at FBI Headquarters-Operations Branch I and Operations 
Branch II. According to Priestap, he transferred the cases to the field offices 

184 Both of these attorneys were also assigned to the Midyear team to provide legal support. 
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because of the need to conduct investigative activities in cities where the subjects 
of the investigations were located and to do so efficiently. Priestap told us that he 
also wanted to incorporate Operations Branch II into the program management of 
some of the Crossfire Hurricane cases for its expertise on RIS. 

With respect to the four individual investigations, CD transferred the Carter 
Page investigation to NYFO, and it remained assigned to Case Agent 1, who 
returned to that office following his 90-day TOY. DAD Jennifer Boone and SSA 3 of 
Operations Branch II at FBI Headquarters assumed program management 
responsibilities over the case. The Papadopoulos investigation was transferred to 
the Chicago Field Office and assigned to Case Agent 3. The Flynn investigation was 
transferred to the Washington Field Office (WFO) and assigned to Case Agent 4. 
Strzok and SSA 2 of Operations Branch I retained program management 
responsibilities over both of these investigations. The Manafort investigation was 
transferred to a white collar criminal squad at WFO. 185 

The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that the shifting makeup of the teams 
and the changing leadership created a divide between the analysts and the agents, 
which resulted in less interaction between the two groups. In April 2017, CD again 
reorganized the Crossfire Hurricane investigation by restructuring the day-to-day 
operations of the cases at FBI Headquarters to recentralize the case. Officials told 
us that the investigation had become too decentralized and that the reason to 
restructure the investigation at Headquarters was to impose greater structure on 
the team's investigative and analytical efforts. In addition, in March 2017, Corney 
notified Congress about the existence of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
Witnesses told us that this created a need for a more cohesive effort by the 
Crossfire Hurricane team to keep Priestap regularly informed of case activities so 
that he was better able to respond to Congressional inquiries. 

At the end of this chapter, Figure 3.1 illustrates the FBI chain of command 
for the Crossfire Hurricane investigation from the opening of the case on July 31, 
2016 through December 2016. Figure 3.2 illustrates the chain of command from 
January 2017 through April 2017, and Figure 3.3 from April 2017 until the cases 
were transferred to the Special Counsel's Office on May 17, 2017. 

2. The Role of Peter Strzok and Lisa Page in Crossfire 
Hurricane and Relevant Text Messages 

In the OIG's June 2018 Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 
Election, we described text messages between Strzok and Lisa Page expressing 
statements of hostility toward then candidate Trump and statements of support for 
then candidate Clinton, and several text messages that appeared to mix political 
opinions with discussions of the investigation into candidate Clinton's email use and 
references to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. One such exchange occurred on 
July 31, 2016, the date of the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, 

185 As described further in Chapter Nine, in January 2016, the FBI initiated a money 
laundering and tax evasion investigation of Manafort predicated on his activities as a political 
consultant to members of the Ukrainian government and Ukrainian politicians. 
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when Strzok texted Page: "And damn this feels momentous. Because this matters. 
The other one did, too, but that was to ensure we didn't F something up. This 
matters because this MATTERS. So super glad to be on this voyage with you." 
(Emphasis in original). 

The following week, in an exchange on August 6, 2016, Lisa Page forwarded 
to Strzok a news article relating to Trump's criticism of a Gold Star family who 
appeared at the Democratic National Convention. The text message stated, in part, 
"And Trump should go f himself." Strzok responded favorably to the article and 
added, "And F Trump." Page replied, "So. This is not to take away from the 
unfairness of it all, but we are both deeply fortunate people." She then forwarded 
another news article and texted, "And maybe you're meant to stay where you are 
because you're meant to protect the country from that menace." Strzok 
responded, "Thanks. It's absolutely true that we're both very fortunate. And of 
course I'll try and approach it that way. I just know it will be tough at times. I can 
protect our country at many levels, not sure if that helps .... " 

Two days later, on August 8, 2016, Lisa Page texted Strzok, "[Trump's] not 
ever going to become president, right? Right?!" and Strzok replied, "No. No he's 
not. We'll stop it." ln Chapter Twelve of the OIG's June 2018 Review of Various 
Actions in Advance of the 2016 Election, we detail additional text messages by 
Strzok and Page and the explanations that they provided to the OIG for these and 
the other text messages and our findings regarding them. See 
https://www.justice.gov/file/1071991/download. 

In that review, we found that Strzok led the Midyear investigation shortly 
after its opening through its conclusion, and that he was deeply and actively 
involved in investigative decision making throughout the course of that 
investigation. We further found that Lisa Page served as a liaison between the 
investigative team and McCabe, and that she also regularly participated in team 
meetings and in investigative decision making. 

As part of this review, in order to determine whether there was any bias in 
the investigative activities for Crossfire Hurricane that we reviewed, we asked 
agents and analysts assigned to the case about the roles Strzok and Page played in 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation and their level of involvement in decision 
making. With respect to Strzok, these witnesses told us that while he approved the 
team's investigative decisions during the time he was in the supervisory chain of 
command for the investigation, he did not unilaterally make any decisions or 
override any proposed Investigative steps. Priestap, in addition to telling us that it 
was his (Priestap's) decision to initiate the investigation, told us that to his 
knowledge, Strzok was not the primary or sole decision maker on any investigative 
step in Crossfire Hurricane. Further, as described above, in January 2017, the 
Crossfire Hurricane cases were divided between two operational branches within 
CD, and Strzok no longer supervised the Carter Page investigation, which was 
transferred to Operations Branch II, CD-1, under the supervision of then DAD 
Boone. In this report, we describe those occasions when Strzok was involved in 
investigative decisions. 
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With respect to Lisa Page, witnesses told us that she did not work with the 
team on a regular basis or make any decisions that impacted the investigation. 
Priestap told us that Lisa Page was "not in charge of anything" and that he never 
witnessed her attempt to steer the investigation or dictate investigative actions. 
Baker said that Lisa Page attended high-level meetings and knew the facts of the 
case, but was not in a "decision making position" and had no "decision making 
authority." Lisa Page told us that she did not have a formal role in the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation but may have participated in team meetings to keep 
McCabe aware of the status of the investigation. McCabe also told us that she was 
the "facilitation point" between CD and his office during the investigation. As with 
Strzok, when we learned in this review of Lisa Page's presence at meetings or 
involvement in any investigative activity, we include that information in this report. 

B. The Role of Senior FBI and Department Leadership in the 
Crossfire Hurricane Investigation 

As part of our review, we examined the role that senior FBI and Department 
leaders played in Crossfire Hurricane, as well as their knowledge of critical events in 
the case, including its opening, the use of CHSs to gather information, and the 
decision to seek authority to conduct electronic surveillance. Throughout the 
chapters of this report, we highlight and describe this involvement and knowledge, 
where relevant. In this section, we summarize the role of FBI leadership and 
Department officials in the early stages of the investigation until May 2017 when 
the Papadopoulos, Carter Page, Manafort, and Flynn cases were transferred to the 
Special Counsel's Office. 

1. FBI Leadership 

We learned that CO officials briefed the Crossfire Hurricane investigation to 
FBI senior leadership throughout the investigation. Corney told the OIG that the 
FBI had "hundreds of thousands" of counterintelligence cases opened while he was 
Director, and he would not be involved in a counterintelligence case unless the 
chain of command made a judgment call about whether the nature of the case 
required the Director's involvement. He said the decision to brief the Director was 
based on several things, including whether the case required engagement with 
Department leadership or whether it was of interest to Congress. Corney said his 
level of involvement in Crossfire Hurricane was similar to some cases and dissimilar 
to others. He said: 

I would put [cases inJ three buckets. One, cases they'd never tell me 
about because of a judgment by the leadership chain that it wasn't for 
the Director to know. Cases that I would be told about, simply to be 
aware of. And then cases, the third category would be cases that I 
was told about and, in some detail, and kept informed of as the 
investigation went on. Crossfire Hurricane was in that third bucket. 

According to records reviewed by the OIG, Corney received his first, formal 
briefing on August 15, 2016, though, as described previously, McCabe's 
contemporaneous notes suggest Corney may have been told about the FFG 
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information on July 29. Corney told us that he was updated on the status of the 
investigation every 2 to 4 weeks. These status updates were provided at the end of 
his regularly scheduled morning national security briefings conducted by, among 
others, McCabe, Steinbach, Priestap, and Strzok. According to Corney, these 
briefings did not typically include discussions about investigative strategy, but he 
was often briefed on specific investigative actions the Crossfire Hurricane team had 
taken or planned to take. Corney said that he did not recall playing a role in making 
any significant investigative decisions and did not have any concerns or 
disagreements with the investigative actions described by senior CO officials during 
briefings. 

Corney told us that he recalled a discussion with the briefers about taking 
precautions to keep the case close-hold. Corney said he was mindful that the 
investigation involved a political campaign, and he advised the team to keep in 
mind that, "(although] it's smoke that we see, we don't know whether there's fire 
there." McCabe also told us the FBI wanted "to keep our inquiry as quiet as we 
could." He said that it was important to keep the investigation covert to avoid 
alerting the subjects of the investigation or others, and, specifically in this case, it 
was important due to the pending election. 

McCabe told us he received regular briefings on the progress of Crossfire 
Hurricane and discussed the investigation with Corney at regular briefings. Strzok 
told us the team briefed McCabe approximately 5-10 times during the investigation, 
and the OGC Unit Chief told us McCabe was briefed every few weeks until the 
election in November and less frequently thereafter. According to both Strzok and 
the OGC Unit Chief, these briefings provided updates on the team's investigative 
activities and typically were not discussions about what steps to take. The OGC 
Unit Chief also said that McCabe directed the team to "get to the bottom of this as 
quickly as possible, but with a light footprint." 

Priestap told us that Strzok, the Intel Section Chief, and the OGC Unit Chief 
frequently briefed him on the investigation and kept him apprised of significant 
developments. In addition to approving the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane 
cases, Priestap told us that he was involved in discussions as to whether to seek 
authority under FISA to conduct electronic surveillance 
targeting Carter Page, a subject we describe in detail in Chapter Five. Priestap said 
he briefed Steinbach nearly every day on the case and provided Corney or McCabe 
with updates on an as-needed basis. 

2. Department of Justice 

a. National Security Division 

The Department was first notified about the opening of Crossfire Hurricane 
on August 2, 2016, when Priestap and the Intel Section Chief briefed several 
representatives from NSO, including Deputy Assistant Attorney General (Deputy 
AAG) George Toscas, Deputy AAG Adam Hickey, and David Lautman, who as 
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described previously was the CES Section Chief. 186 According to Laufman and his 
contemporaneous notes of the briefing, FBI officials described the FFG information 
and the four individuals the FBI had identified through its initial investigative work 
who were members of the campaign and had ties to Russia. Laufman told us that 
his impression was that the information from the FFG had "raised obvious alarm 
bells ln the FBI" and he said the information "resonated" with him. He also said 
that the information the FBI provided at the briefing presented the question of 
whether someone in the Russian government was working with the campaign of a 
major party candidate to influence the U.S. elections. Laufman told us that "we 
certainly understood the significance of the matter and the need for further 
investigation" and that it would have been "a dereliction of duty and responsibility 
of the highest order not to commit the appropriate resources as urgently as 
possible to run these facts to the ground, and find out what was going on." 

After this initial briefing, Toscas contacted Deputy AAG Stuart Evans who 
oversaw NSD's Office of Intelligence (OI), which prepares and files FISA 
applications. Evans told us that he met with Toscas, Hickey, and FBI 
representatives on or about August 11, 2016, concerning the opening of Crossfire 
Hurricane. Evans said he believed the FBI described the information from the FFG 
that led to the opening of the case and the FBI's preliminary assessment that led 
the team to focus on the four individuals associated with the Trump campaign. He 
said the basis for the investigation did not strike him as "thin" at the time of this 
briefing or in retrospect, and the steps the FBI had taken up to that point were not 
dissimilar to how he had seen the FBI handle other counterintelligence cases 
involving insider threat information reported by a credible source. Evans told the 
OIG that he did not recall anyone raising the issue of seeking FISA authority 
targeting Carter Page at this August briefing. 

Following these initial briefings, the FBI invited NSD to attend weekly 
meetings with the Crossfire Hurricane team. According to Evans, he and Toscas 
attended some of the meetings, as did representatives from CES, including 
Laufman, and OI. Laufman's notes reflect that Hickey attended some of the 
meetings as well. According to Evans, CES and OI maintained "loose involvement 
and knowledge" of the status of the investigation in case the FBI requested 
assistance from CES on criminal legal process or from OI on a FISA application. 
However, Evans told us that his reaction to these meetings was that the 
investigation seemed "pretty slow moving," with not much changing week-to-week 
in terms of the updates the FBI was providing to NSD. 

According to Laufman and his deputy, the FBI did not ask CES to assist with 
criminal legal process at any time before the 2016 U.S. elections. In December 
2016, the FBI briefed NSD officials on the status of the Crossfire Hurricane cases, 
and, according to Laufman's notes, advised NSD of CD's reorganization of the 
investigation. According to his notes, the FBI decided that it would be establishing 
a new unit or team to focus on Russian influence activities and that none of the 

186 Lisa Page was the other FBI representative who attended this briefing. As described 
earlier, Strzok was meeting with the FFG officials about their conversations with Papadopoulos on this 
date. 
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Crossfire cases had been closed "so far." Laufman told us that he advised the FBI 
that CES wanted to be in a position to provide input should the FBI decide to close 
any of the Crossfire Hurricane cases, just to be sure the FBI had exhausted all 
investigative steps, but he did not recall this ever arising. 

Mary McCord was NSD's Principal Deputy AAG when Crossfire Hurricane was 
opened. She told us that she received a comprehensive briefing from the FBI on 
the investigation in January 2017, by which time she was the Acting AAG of NSD.187 

She said that prior to that time, she was involved in certain aspects of the 
investigation through OI's assistance with the first Carter Page FISA application in 
September and October 2016, as well as through meetings she attended in 
November and December 2016 about aspects of the Manafort and Flynn cases. She 
said that she neither attended nor received long debriefs about the weekly Crossfire 
Hurricane meetings attended by other NSD officials before the election. According 
to McCord, as a general matter, it was typical for Department attorneys not to 
become directly involved in a counterintelligence investigation until the case 
required legal guidance or legal process. 

According to McCord, by January 2017, developments in some of the cases, 
particularly the Flynn and Manafort cases, led to the need for a comprehensive 
briefing for Department officials on the different cases the FBI was pursuing, as well 
as for the greater involvement of prosecutors moving forward. In late February 
2017, Laufman assigned a CES trial attorney {CES Trial Attorney) to assist the FBl's 
Crossfire Hurricane team by providing legal guidance as needed on any of the 
cases. Laufman told us, and his notes reflect, that CES did not receive regular 
briefings on the investigation from the FBI between December 2016 and March 
2017.188 As we described earlier in this chapter, during this period of time, the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation was decentralized, with the individual cases being 
handled by three different FBI field offices. Witnesses from NYFO who worked on 
the Carter Page investigation told us that as a result of this, there were no regular 
team meetings with officials at FBI Headquarters. 

b. Office of the Deputy Attorney General 

Sally Yates was the Deputy Attorney General (DAG) when Crossfire Hurricane 
was opened on July 31, 2016. Yates told the OIG that she did not specifically recall 
receiving a formal briefing from the FBI in the summer of 2016 about the case, or 
at any time before she left the Department on January 30, 2017, though she left 
open the possibility that such a briefing could have occurred. According to Yates, 
her office was typically less involved in counterintelligence investigations than 
criminal investigations. 189 Yates said that although she and others in the Office of 

187 McCord became the acting AAG in mid-October 2016 and continued in both roles until 
Dana Boente became the Acting AAG for NSD in April 2017. 

188 Laufman did not attend the meetings in January, February, and March 2017 that were 
attended by Boente, McCord, and other senior Department officials. 

189 Matthew Axelrod, then Principal Assistant Deputy Attorney General, told us that OOAG had 
less involvement in counterintelligence investigations than criminal investigations because most 
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the Deputy Attorney General (ODAG) attended Monday, Wednesday, and Friday 
morning threat intelligence briefings with the FBI Director on national security 
issues, typically those briefings focused on matters involving imminent national 
security threats and criminal cases. According to Yates, the primary 
counterintelligence issue for ODAG in the summer of 2016 was the broader issue of 
Russian interference in the elections and the possible infiltration of voting 
machines. 

Yates told us that she did recall that following one of the morning threat 
intelligence briefings, Corney pulled her aside to discuss the FFG information the 
FBI had received regarding Papadopoulos. Yates did not recall specifically when 
this conversation took place, except that it was some time before she received the 
first Carter Page FISA application for approval.190 Yates told us that she did not 
recall the specific details Corney provided, but did recall that they discussed why the 
FFG had not notified U.S. officials sooner. She said she recalled learning during 
that conversation that the FFG did not determine the significance of the information 
about Papadopoulos until the Wikileaks release of DNC emails in July 2016. She 
also said that she did not recall whether Corney told her the FBI had opened an 
investigation in response to the FFG information. However, she said that an 
investigation "would be the natural consequence of that," and "[i]t would be 
strange not to" open an investigation given that what Papadopoulos said in May 
2016 would happen, i.e., the release of information damaging to then candidate 
Clinton, did, in fact, happen in July 2016. 

We asked Corney and McCabe about any discussions they had with Yates 
about the FFG information. Corney told us that he did not recall providing any 
briefing to Yates, but that the topic was likely discussed at one of the threat 
intelligence briefings. Corney also told us that the FBI generally tried to keep 
Department leadership informed about all significant activities to include important 
public corruption or espionage cases concerning Russian efforts to interfere with the 
2016 U.S. elections. McCabe told us that he did not recall briefing Crossfire 
Hurricane to Yates; however, his contemporaneous notes of a regularly scheduled 
meeting with the DAG on August 10 reflect that Yates was briefed on the FFG 
information at that time. According to McCabe, the FBI did not provide regular 
briefings to Yates on Crossfire Hurricane after this meeting, but the FBI provided 
updates on developments in the investigation to ODAG following the Attorney 
General's morning briefings, which Yates typically attended. 

Yates told us that she did not recall specific discussions about any of the 
Crossfire Hurricane cases after her initial conversation with Corney, though she said 
she was confident that such discussions took place and thought that Tashina 
Gauhar, the Associate Deputy Attorney General responsible for ODAG's national 
security portfolio, likely had such discussions with NSD or the FBI. Yates did recall 

counterintelligence investigations do not lead to prosecution and can last for years while agents gather 
intelligence. 

190 As described in Chapter Five, ODAG received the first FISA application on or about October 
14, 2016. 
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having a conversation with McCabe regarding the ongoing money laundering 
investigation of Manafort (described in more detail in Chapter Nine) and about not 
taking any overt investigative steps before the election. She told us that even 
though Manafort was no longer chair of the Trump campaign at the time of this 
conversation, she and McCabe agreed that they did not want to do anything that 
could potentially impact candidate Trump. She said she did not recall having a 
similar conversation with McCabe or Corney about the Crossfire Hurricane cases and 
thought that this was because, to her knowledge, the FBI was not contemplating 
any overt steps in those cases before the election. 

Gauhar told the OIG that she was sure she attended discussions about the 
Crossfire Hurricane cases, likely during regularly scheduled meetings ODAG held 
with NSD officials, or possibly during the regularly scheduled morning threat 
intelligence briefings, but she did not recall any discussions specifically. According 
to Gauhar, discussions she attended before the election about Russia tended to 
focus on the broader topic of what Russia was trying to do to influence the 
upcoming election. She said she did not recall the Crossfire Hurricane cases being 
an ongoing topic of conversation from her vantage point, until issues came up in 
the Flynn case in early January 2017. Gauhar also told us that she learned more 
about the individual Crossfire Hurricane cases and the investigation after Boente 
requested regular briefings in February 2017. 

On January 30, 2017, Boente became the Acting Attorney General after Yates 
was removed, and ten days later became the Acting DAG after Jefferson Sessions 
was confirmed and sworn in as Attorney General. Boente simultaneously served as 
the Acting Attorney General on the FBI's Russia related investigations after 
Sessions recused himself from overseeing matters "arising from the campaigns for 
President of the United States." Boente told the OIG that after reading the January 
2017 Intelligence Community Assessment (ICA) report on Russia's election 
influence efforts (described in Chapter Six), he requested a briefing on Crossfire 
Hurricane. That briefing took place on February 16, and Boente said that he sought 
regular briefings on the case thereafter because he believed that it was 
extraordinarily important to the Department and its reputation that the allegations 
of Russian interference in the 2016 U.S. elections were investigated. Boente told 
us that he also was concerned that the investigation lacked cohesion because the 
individual Crossfire Hurricane cases had been assigned to multiple field offices. In 
addition, he said that he had the impression that the investigation had not been 
moving with a sense of urgency-an impression that was based, at least in part, on 
"not a lot" of criminal legal process being used. To gain more visibility into 
Crossfire Hurricane, improve coordination, and speed up the investigation, Boente 
directed ODAG staff to attend weekly or bi-weekly meetings with NSD for Crossfire 
Hurricane case updates. 

Boente's calendar entries and handwritten notes reflect multiple briefings in 
March and April 2017. Boente's handwritten notes of the March meetings reflect 
that he was briefed on the predication for opening Crossfire Hurricane, the four 
individual cases, and the status of certain aspects of the Flynn case. Boente told us 
that when he was briefed on the predication for the investigation, he did not 
question it and did not have any concerns about the decision to open Crossfire 
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Hurricane. Boente's handwritten notes of the meetings focused on the Flynn 
investigation and potential criminal violations of the Logan Act, the FBI's efforts to 
corroborate information contained in the source reporting that we describe in 
Chapters Four and Six, and the FBI's investigative efforts in the Carter Page and 
Manafort cases.191 According to Boente's handwritten notes, he was last briefed on 
Crossfire Hurricane the day after Rod Rosenstein was sworn in as DAG on April 26, 
2017. 

Rosenstein told us that he recalled being briefed three times during his initial 
two weeks as DAG on aspects of the investigation and Russian efforts to influence 
the 2016 U.S. elections. The first briefing occurred within a day or two of being 
sworn in and was provided by Boente and then Principal Associate Deputy Attorney 
General James Crowell. That briefing was followed by a meeting with Corney, 
McCord, and several others from the FBI and NSD. Rosenstein said he also 
received a briefing from representatives of the USIC that included an overview of 
Russian interference with the U.S. elections. 

Rosenstein told us that during the initial Department briefings he was most 
focused on information that had developed into criminal investigations, which he 
believed were going to be more immediately relevant to his work as DAG. 
Rosenstein said he did not recall the details provided during the briefings regarding 
Carter Page other than Page was suspected of being a foreign agent. Rosenstein 
said he also did not recall the details of what was explained to him about the 
predication for opening the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 192 He said he would 
have been focused on the status and direction of the cases at the time of the 
briefings, and not as much on any historical information concerning their initiation. 

In Chapters Five and Seven, we describe ODAG's role in the four Carter Page 
FISA applications. As described in Chapter Seven, Yates approved the first Carter 
Page FISA application on October 21, 2016 and FISA Renewal Application No. 1 on 
January 12, 2017, Boente approved FISA Renewal Application No. 2 on April 7, 
2017, and Rosenstein approved the FISA Renewal Application No. 3 on June 29, 
2017. 

c. Office of the Attorney General 

Loretta Lynch was sworn in as Attorney General on April 27, 2015. Lynch 
told the OIG that she did not recall receiving a briefing on the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. Lynch's National Security Counselor told us that she did not receive 
any briefing on the case and did not know if Lynch received a briefing. Lynch said 

191 The Logan Act, Title 18 U.S.C. § 953, makes it a crime for a citizen to confer with foreign 
governments against the interest of the United States. Specifically, it prohibits citizens from 
negotiating with other nations on behalf of the United States without authorization. 

192 Rosenstein told us that at some later point-most likely in 2018-FBI officials represented 
to him that the basis for opening Crossfire Hurricane was the FFG information concerning 
Papadopoulos, and nothing else. He told us that he did not receive any information from the FBI 
indicating otherwise. He also told us that he did not have an opinion about whether the FFG 
information provided a sufficient basis to open the case. 
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she did not recall providing any guidance or direction to the FBI on the 
investigation, or having any awareness of the Carter Page FISA applications before 
she left the Department on January 20, 2017. She told us that her office generally 
did not oversee counterintelligence investigations, but that sometimes 
counterintelligence issues were raised during morning threat intelligence briefings. 
She said that she remembered knowing that Papadopoulos was a concern for the 
FBI, but she did not recall learning the specific information that came from the FFG 
relating to him. 

Office of the Attorney General (OAG} officials told us that they did not read 
the Carter Page FISA applications or provide any feedback to OI, but email 
communications reflect that they were aware the FBI was seeking FISA authority 
targeting Carter Page before the first application was filed. These officials included 
Lynch's Chief of Staff and her National Security Counselor. The Chief of Staff told 
us she had no recollection of the email that referenced the FISA application. The 
National Security Counselor told us that she believed she would have advised the 
Attorney General of the application, but she did not have any specific recollection of 
having done so. 

Lynch told the OIG that after one of her weekly security meetings at FBI 
Headquarters in the spring of 2016, Corney and McCabe pulled her aside and 
provided information about Carter Page, which Lynch believed they learned from 
another member of the Intelligence Community. According to Lynch, Corney and 
McCabe provided her with information indicating that Russian intelligence reportedly 
planned to use Page for information and to develop other contacts in the United 
States, and that they were interested in his affiliation with the campaign. Lynch told 
us that her understanding was that this information from Corney and McCabe was 
"preliminary" in that they did not state that any decisions or actions needed to be 
taken that day. She said that they discussed the possibility of providing a 
defensive briefing to the Trump campaign, but she believed it was 
"preliminary" and "something that might happen down the road." According to 
Lynch, she did not recall receiving any further updates on this issue following this 
conversation. Lynch's recollection of what Corney and McCabe told her is consistent 
with information referenced in connection with the 2015 SONY indictment and 
subsequent conviction of a Russian intelligence officer referenced earlier in this 
chapter. 

Corney told the OIG that he did not recall having such a conversation with 
Lynch, and that he did not think it was possible for such conversation to have 
occurred in the spring of 2016 because the FBI did not receive the FFG information 
concerning Papadopoulos until late July (as we described earlier in this chapter). He 
also said that he did not recall himself having any knowledge of Carter Page's 
existence until the middle of 2016.193 Similarly, McCabe told us that he did not 

193 The OIG was unable to question Corney further using classified details Lynch described to 
us because, as noted in Chapter One, Corney chose not to have his security clearances reinstated for 
our interview. Internal email communications reflect that in April 2016 NYFO prepared summaries of 
the information that ultimately Jed NYFO to open a counterintelligence investigation on Carter Page on 
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recall having any knowledge of Carter Page at this time. He told us he had no 
recollection of briefing Lynch in the spring of 2016 about Carter Page and did not 
know Carter Page was the subject of an open investigation in NYFO. 

3. White House Briefings 

Lynch told us that in her interactions with the White House in 2016, she did 
not recall substantive discussions about the Crossfire Hurricane investigations but 
did recall discussions about the broader topic of Russian interference in the 2016 
U.S. elections. Lynch said that the FBI, and not the Attorney General, would brief 
the White House on the investigation if the FBI was able to share information it 
received, but she did not recall that occurring. Yates also told us she did not attend 
any White House briefings where Crossfire Hurricane or the Carter Page FISA 
application was briefed or discussed, and she had no knowledge of whether any 
such meetings occurred. 

Priestap told the OIG that the FBI does not routinely brief ongoing cases to 
the White House with the exception of mass shootings, major terrorist attacks, or 
intelligence that suggests an imminent attack on the United States. Priestap said 
that due to certain national security considerations, information from ongoing 
investigations may also need to be briefed to the White House by the Director. 

Corney told us that he received no requests from the White House to 
investigate members of the Trump campaign or inquiries about whether the 
campaign was involved with the efforts by the Russians to interfere in the 2016 
U.S. elections. Corney said that he recalled generally the administration's interest 
in what the FBI was doing as a member of the USIC to understand and defeat 
Russia's efforts to interfere with the elections. In fact, according to Strzok, the 
White House requested a briefing from the USIC in the fall of 2016 about actions 
the Russians were taking to interfere in the elections. On September 2, 2016, Lisa 
Page and Strzok exchanged the following text: 

9:41 a.m., Strzok to Lisa Page: "Checkout my 9:30 mtg on the 7th" 

9:42 a.m., Lisa Page to Strzok: "I can tell you why you're having that 
meeting." 

9:42 a.m., Lisa Page to Strzok: "It's not what you think." 

9:49 a.m., Strzok to Lisa Page: "TPs [Talking Points] for D 
[Director]?" 

9:50 a.m., Lisa Page to Strzok: "Yes be POTUS wants to know 
everything we are doing." 

Strzok told us that these texts referred to the request by the White House to 
know everything the USIC knew about what Russia was doing to interfere in the 
2016 U.S. elections and did not refer to the Crossfire Hurricane cases investigating 

April 6, 2016 (described previously), and provided them to CD officials at Headquarters to be used for 
a "Director's note" and a separate "Director's Brief" to be held on April 27, 2016. 
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U.S. subjects. Strzok told us that he never attended any White House briefings 
about Crossfire Hurricane. 

McCabe's notes from a morning meeting with Corney and others in late July 
2016 reflect that McCabe learned from Corney during the meeting that another U.S. 
government agency had briefed President Obama on intelligence that agency had 
suggesting that a RIS was engaged in covert actions to influence the U.S. 
presidential election in favor of Trump. McCabe told us he did not attend this White 
House briefing; however, based on his notes, he said he did not believe the FFG 
information would have been discussed during this meeting, and our review of his 
notes did not indicate otherwise. According to McCabe's notes of what he had been 
told by Corney, President Obama stated that the FBI should think about doing 
"defensive briefs." The notes do not provide any further details about what Obama 
said regarding defensive briefings, and McCabe told us he did not recall that any 
further details were provided to him. However, McCabe said he surmised from his 
notes that the briefings under discussion were to be given to the Trump campaign. 
As more fully described in Chapter Ten, the FBI participated in ODNI strategic 
Intelligence briefings that were provided to members of both the Trump campaign 
and the Clinton campaign, including the candidates, in August and September 
2016. However, those were not defensive briefings and did not address the 
allegations contained in the FFG information. 

When we asked Corney about meetings with the White House concerning 
Crossfire Hurricane, he said that although he did not brief the White House about 
the investigation, he did mention to President Obama and others at a meeting in 
the Situation Room that the FBI was trying to determine whether any U.S. person 
had worked with the Russians in their efforts to interfere in the 2016 U.S. 
election.194 Corney said he thought it was important that the President know the 
nature of the FBI's efforts without providing any specifics. Corney said although he 
did not recall exactly what he said, he may have said there were four individuals 
with "some association or connection to the Trump campaign." Corney stated that 
after he provided this information, no one at the meeting responded or followed up 
with any questions. Corney did not recall specifically when this meeting took place, 
but believed it may have been in August 2016. We were unable to determine 
whether this meeting was part of the same meeting reflected in McCabe's notes 
discussed above. 

IV. Investigative Steps in Crossfire Hurricane Prior to Receipt of 
Christopher Steele Reporting on September 19 

According to FBI officials, the early investigative steps taken in Crossfire 
Hurricane were structured to maintain a close-hold on the investigation and avoid 
any impact on the 2016 U.S. elections. FBI officials told us that no steps were 

194 Corney told us that this meeting was attended by then Chief of Staff Dennis McDonough, 
then National Security Advisor Susan Rice, then Director of National Intelligence {DNI) James Clapper, 
then CIA Director John Brennan, and then Director of the National Security Agency Michael Rogers. 
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taken to investigate anyone associated with the Trump campaign prior to the 
opening of Crossfire Hurricane on July 31. 195 Department officials including 
Rosenstein, Evans, Laufman, and Gauhar said they did not learn anything at any 
time suggesting otherwise. We reviewed emails of senior CD officials from the 2 
months prior to the opening of Crossfire Hurricane and did not find any 
communications suggesting any investigative actions relating to Trump campaign 
personnel were taken prior to July 31, 2016, with the exception of the pre-existing 
Page and Manafort cases discussed previously. 

Anderson told us that the investigation began on July 31 with covert 
investigative techniques to be "very quiet" prior to the election. We were told that 
the team's concern was that if the information about the investigation became 
public, it would disrupt the investigative efforts and could potentially impact the 
2016 U.S. elections. Anderson also told us that counterintelligence investigations 
are typically "conducted in the dark" because any public confirmation of the 
existence of the investigation "might alert the hostile foreign power ... that we were 
onto them." She also said that early on in the investigation, FBI managers 
overseeing the Crossfire Hurricane team "took off the table any idea of legal 
process" in conducting the investigation, because the FBI was "trying to move very 
quietly." The FBI did not use national security letters or compulsory process prior 
to obtaining the first FISA orders. 

At the outset of the investigation, as described earlier in this chapter, Strzok 
and SSA 1 traveled to verify the FFG information while analysts conducted open 
source and database research on the Crossfire Hurricane subjects and monitored 
their travel. Analysts also developed profiles on each of the four subjects and 
reviewed FBI flies for information and to identify potential FBI CHSs with useful 
contacts for the investigation. 196 Additionally, almost immediately after opening the 
Page, Papadopoulos, and Manafort investigations on August 10, the case agent 
assigned to the Carter Page investigation, Case Agent 1, contacted OGC about the 
possibility of seeking FISA authority for Carter Page. As we discuss in Chapter Five, 
FBI documents indicate that by late August, Case Agent 1 had been told that he 
had not yet presented enough information to support a FISA application targeting 
Carter Page. 

The FBI also sent names of individuals associated with the Trump campaign 
to other U.S. government agencies and a foreign intelligence agency and requested 
any information about those individuals. McCabe said that requesting a name trace 
from other U.S government agencies is a standard step in counterterrorism and 
counterintelligence cases that assists investigators by providing information on the 

195 As referenced in Chapter Nine, prior to his involvement with the Trump campaign, 
Manafort was the subject of a federal criminal investigation by the Department for alleged white collar 
offenses. Further, as referenced earlier in this chapter, prior to his involvement with the Trump 
campaign, Carter Page was the subject of a NYFO counterintelligence investigation for his contacts 
with Russian intelligence officers. 

196 As described in Chapter Ten, early in the investigation, the Crossfire Hurricane team 
discovered that they had an existing FBI CHS who had previously interacted with three of the named 
subjects of the investigation. 
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kind of network surrounding a person in whom the FBI is interested. He told us 
that the FBI requests a name check on an individual who is the subject of an 
investigation, or who the FBI is considering as a subject, but is not certain that an 
investigation is warranted. McCabe said that the FBI also uses the information 
received from such name checks to eliminate individuals as subjects. The FBI 
received information from the name trace requests and serialized that information 
to the Crossfire Hurricane case file. 

As we describe in Chapter Five, on or about August 17, 2016, the Crossfire 
Hurricane team received information from another U.S. government agency 
advising the team that Carter Page had been approved as an operational contact for 
the other agency from 2008 to 2013 and detailing information that Page had 
provided to the other agency regarding Page's past contacts with certain Russian 
intelligence officers. However, this information was not provided to NSD attorneys 
and was not included in any of the FISA applications. We also found no evidence 
that the Crossfire Hurricane team requested additional information from the other 
agency prior to submission of the first FISA application In order to deconflict on 
issues that were relevant to the FISA application. 

FBI officials told us that the early steps in the investigation focused on 
developing information about the four subjects and conducting CHS operations to 
obtain relevant subject specific information. According to McCabe, using sources is 
a logical first step in an investigation to learn what information the FBI may have 
access to that could be of value in the investigation. Agents told us that CHS 
operations can be an effective tool for quickly obtaining information, Including, for 
example, the telephone numbers and email addresses of the named subjects. In 
determining how to use CHSs in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, SSA 1 and 
the case agents told the OIG that they focused their CHS operations on the 
predicating information and the four named subjects. Case Agent 1 told the OIG 
that the team "had a very narrow mandate" and that was "a mandate to look at 
these four individuals ... and see if there's any potential cooperation between 
themselves and the Russian government ... that was our goal in that investigation." 
He added that they were focused on the information provided by the FFG and "we 
wanted to prove or disprove it, [as] best we could" but also "wanted to make sure 
that it didn't get broadcast out and we didn't harm the electoral process." Case 
Agent 2 stated that the core of the investigation was "literally looking at the 
predication and saying, okay, who reasonably could have had been in a position to 
receive suggestions from the Russians?" 

As summarized in Chapter Ten, the Crossfire Hurricane team conducted three 
CHS operations prior to the team's initial receipt of Steele's reporting on September 
19, 2016. All three CHS operations were with individuals who were still with the 
Trump campaign. The first was a consensually recorded meeting in August 2016 
between Carter Page and an FBI CHS. During the meeting, Page discussed his 
recent trip to Moscow, a pending "October Surprise" discussed further in Chapters 
Five, Seven, and Ten, and his involvement with the Russian energy company 
Gazprom. Page also told the CHS that he had "literally never met" Paul Manafort, 
had "never said one word to him," and that Manafort had not responded to any of 
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Carter Page's emails. 197 SSA l and Case Agent l told the OIG that this meeting 
was important for the investigation as it helped the team determine where Page 
lived and what he was currently working on as well as developing a successful 
contact between an established FBI source and one of the Crossfire Hurricane 
targets. 

The second CHS operation took place in September 2016, between an FBI 
CHS and a high-level official in the Trump campaign who was not a subject of the 
investigation. Case Agent l told the OIG that the plan for this operation was for 
the CHS to ask the high-level official about Papadopoulos and Carter Page "because 
they were ... unknowns" and the Crossfire Hurricane team was trying to find out how 
"these two individuals who are not known in political circles ... [got] introduced to the 
campaign," including whether the person responsible for those introductions had 
ties to RIS. During the consensually recorded meeting, the CHS raised a number of 
issues that were pertinent to the investigation, but received little information from 
the high-level official in response. 198 

The third CHS operation took place in September 2016, and involved 
Papadopoulos. The Crossfire Hurricane case agents told the OIG that, during this 
CHS operation, they were trying to recreate the conditions that resulted in 
Papadopoulos's comments to the FFG official about the suggestion from Russia that 
it could assist the Trump campaign by anonymously releasing derogatory 
information about then candidate Clinton, which we described earlier in this 
chapter. Among other things, when the CHS asked Papadopoulos whether help 
"from a third party like WikiLeaks for example or some other third party like the 
Russians, could be incredibly helpful" in securing a campaign victory, Papadopoulos 
responded that the "campaign, of course, [does not] advocate for this type of 
activity because at the end of the day it's ... illegal." Papadopoulos also stated that 
the campaign is not "reaching out to WikiLeaks or to whoever it is to tell them 
please work with us, collaborate because we don't, no one does that .... "199 

Thereafter, on September 19, 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane team received 
information from an FBI source (Christopher Steele) on election matters that 
became an important part of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation and the FBI 
seeking FISA authority targeting one of the Crossfire Hurricane subjects, Carter 
Page. The information the Crossfire Hurricane team received from Steele and the 
team's use of the information is described in the next chapter. 

19' As we discuss later in this report, Carter Page's comment about his lack of a relationship 
with Manafort was relevant to one of the allegations in the Steele reporting that was relied upon in the 
Carter Page FISA applications, but information about the August 2016 CHS meeting was not shared 
with the OI attorneys handling the FISA applications until June 2017. 

198 We found no evidence that the information learned at this meeting was put to use by the 
Crossfire Hurricane team or disclosed to the OI attorneys handling the Carter Page FISA applications. 

199 The Crossfire Hurricane team did not provide information about this meeting to OI 
attorneys handling the Carter Page FISA applications. As described in Chapter Eight, OI learned of the 
information from ODAG in May 2018. 
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Figure 3.1 
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Figure 3.2 
FBI Chain of Command and Legal Support 
for the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation 

January 2017 to April 2017 
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Figure 3.3 
FBI Chain of Command and Legal Support 
for the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation 

April 2017 to May 17, 2017 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
THE FBI'S RECEIPT AND EVALUATION OF INFORMATION FROM 

CHRISTOPHER STEELE PRIOR TO THE FIRST FISA APPLICATION 

In this chapter, we describe the FBI's relationship with Christopher Steele, 
who furnished information that was used in the Carter Page FISA applications 
(Steele is referred to in those a lications as "Source #1" . Steele is a former 
intelligence officer 
who, following his retirement, opened a consulting firm and furnished information 
to the FBI beginning in 2010, primarily on matters concerning organized crime and 
corruption in Russia and Eastern Europe. In 2013, the FBI prepared paperwork to 
enable it to open Steele as an FBI CHS. 200 We examine the considerations that led 
the FBI to conclude that Steele was a reliable CHS before submitting the first FISA 
application. According to FBI personnel we interviewed, these considerations 
included Steele's past record of furnishing information to the FBI; recommendations 
from persons familiar with his work; Steele's extensive experience with matters 
involving Russia; and the assessment by Steele's FBI handling agent. We also 
examine Steele's development of reporting concerning the 2016 U.S. elections, his 
initial production of that information to the FBI, the FBI's early efforts to assess the 
reporting, and Steele's contacts with the media prior to the first FISA application. 

I. Steele and His Assistance to the FBI Prior to June 2016 

A. Introduction to Handling Agent 1 and Early Assistance 

Steele is a former intelligence officer of 
who, following his retirement, was enrolled by the FBI as a 

CHS furnishing information to the FBI primarily on matters concerning organized 
crime and corruption in Russia and Eastern Europe. Steele told the OIG that during 
his service as an intelligence officer ■■■■■•■■■■■, he developed a 
particular expertise on Russia and was stationed for a period in Moscow. Steele 
stated that, after he stopped ■■■■■■■■■I■■■■■, he formed a 
consulting firm specializing in corporate intelligence and investigative services. 

Steele's introduction in 2010 to the FBI agent who later became Steele's 
primary handling agent (Handling Agent 1) was facilitated by Department attorney 
Bruce Ohr, who was then Chief of the Organized Crime and Racketeering Section in 
the Department's Criminal Division in Washington, D.C. Ohr told the OIG that he 
first met Steele in 2007 when he attended a meeting hosted by a foreign 
government during which Steele addressed the threat posed by Russian organized 
crime. Ohr said that, after this first meeting with Steele, he probably met with him 
less than once a year, and after Steele opened his consulting firm, Orbis Business 
Intelligence, he furnished Ohr with reports produced by Orbis for its commercial 
clients that he thought may be of interest to the U.S. government. Ohr said that he 

200 As we describe below, Steele contends that he was never a CHS for the FBI but rather that 
his consulting firm had a contractual relationship with the FBI. 
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eventually put Steele in contact with Handling Agent 1, with whom Ohr had 
previously worked. 

Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that he first met Steele in the spring of 2010 
during a trip abroad with Ohr. 201 He recalled that prior to the meeting, Ohr 
described Steele's background, including his work as an intelligence officer, 
assignment to Moscow, and Russia expertise. Based on his past experiences 
working with Ohr, Handling Agent l said he respected Ohr's judgment and had no 
reason to doubt his representations about Steele. Handling Agent 1 told us that 
Steele had relationships with reputable clients, and this fact bolstered Handling 
Agent l's view of Steele's credibility. He also said that he had met with some of 
Steele's clients and knew of others, and that a representative of one of Steele's 
clients informed him that Steele "was solid and that his reporting was very 
interesting and good." Handling Agent 1 stated, however, that with the exception 
of Steele's work for Fusion GPS, a Washington, D.C. investigative firm, he did not 
request information from Steele about his firm's clients. 202 

Handling Agent 1 said he came away from his first meeting with Steele 
favorably impressed. Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that Steele was very 
professional and knowledgeable and "clearly an expert on Russia," including the 
activities of Russian oligarchs and Russian criminal networks. Handling Agent 1 told 
the OIG that although he was interested in the information from Steele, as of 2010 
he was not yet prepared to enter into a formal CHS relationship with Steele. 
Handling Agent 1 explained that it is administratively burdensome to open a CHS 
who resides overseas and that prior to 2013 he was not receiving a "steady stream" 
of information from Steele. Handling Agent 1 said that following their initial 
meeting, Steele would provide information only every couple of months and that he 
met with him only infrequently, such as when Steele visited the United States. 
Steele was not compensated by the FBI during this period. Steele told us that this 
information originated from work performed for Orbis's private clients. 

Handling Agent 1 stated that in the summer of 2010 Steele introduced him to 
a contact who had allegedly obtained information about corruption in the 
International Federation of Association Football (FIFA). According to Handling 
Agent 1, but for Steele's assistance in arranging this meeting, the FBI would not 
have had the impetus to open the FIFA investigation in 2010. The lead FBI agent 
assigned to the FIFA matter told us that after Russia won the right to host the 2018 
World Cup in September 2012, he approached Handling Agent 1 to request 
permission to examine possible corruption in the bidding process. According to the 
agent, Handling Agent 1 recalled his earlier interview with the contact that he met 
through Steele, retrieved a copy of the FBI FD-302 form memorializing the 
interview, and instructed the agent to open a case. The agent said that Steele's 

201 Steele told us that he believed he met Handling Agent 1 and Ohr together at a conference 
in Europe before he left government service. Handling Agent 1 stated that his first meeting with 
Steele did not occur at a conference. 

202 Handling Agent l said he expected Steele to alert him if any of the clients were "bad 
actors," such as organized crime figures or others that would be of concern to the FBI. Handling 
Agent 1 stated that Steele never provided any such notification to him. 
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role in the FIFA investigation was limited to recommending to Handling Agent 1 that 
the FBI talk to the contact, whose information eventually proved valuable and 
helped predicate the opening of the investigation. The agent said he did not recall 
having any communication with Steele after the investigation's opening. 

Additionally, Handling Agent 1 told us that Steele provided two other 
Investigative leads to the FBI in connection with the FIFA investigation. First, in 
July 2011, Steele provided a report that summarized an alleged conversation 
between then Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and then Prime Minister Vladimir 
Putin in which, according to the report, Putin acknowledged that a Russian oligarch 
had bribed the President of FIFA so that Russia could win the right to host the 
World Cup tournament in 2018. Second, in 2012, Steele introduced the FBI to two 
British officials with information concerning Russia's alleged efforts to bribe FIFA 
executives. Our review of Steele's Delta file also revealed that Steele furnished the 
FBI with a report dated June 2015 that quoted a Kremlin official as having admitted 
that the Kremlin bribed FIFA executives in order to secure rights to host the 2018 
World Cup. 203 

According to the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Eastern District of New York, 
as of December 2019, the FIFA investigation has resulted in 26 individual guilty 
pleas, 2 trial convictions, 4 corporate guilty pleas, and one corporate deferred 
prosecution agreement. Total forfeitures in the matter exceed $120 million. The 
OIG interviewed a prosecutor on the FIFA case who told us that Steele did not 
provide testimony in any court proceeding. Handling Agent 1 also told the OIG that 
Steele's information was not used to obtain any compulsory legal process in the 
FIFA case. 

In addition to leads provided for the FIFA investigation, we were advised by 
the FBI that Steele furnished information about Russian oligarchs, some of whom 
were under investigation by the FBI. For example, we learned that, in October 
2013, Steele provided lengthy and detailed reports to the FBI on three Russian 
oligarchs, one of whom was among the FBI's most wanted fugitives. According to 
an FBI document, an analyst who reviewed Steele's reporting on this fugitive found 
the reporting "extremely valuable and informative" and determined it was 
corroborated by other information that the FBI had obtained. 

B. The FBI Opens Steele as a CHS in October 2013 

Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that in late October 2013, he concluded that 
the FBI needed to enrol! Steele as a CHS. By that time, Steele had been providing 
information to the FBI intermittently for 3 years without compensation. According 
to Handling Agent 1, the volume of Steele's reporting had increased and involved 
persons of interest to the FBI, such as the oligarchs noted above, and Handling 
Agent 1 wanted to task Steele to collect additional information. Handling Agent 1 

203 As described in Chapter Two, the FBI maintains an automated case management system 
for an CHS records, which the FBI refers to as uoetta." The Delta file for each CHS contains all of the 
personal and administrative information about the CHS, as well as sub-files for unclassified reporting, 
classified reporting, validation documentation, and payment records. 
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said that he also wanted to compensate Steele for his fruitful lead in the FIFA 
investigation. Another consideration for Handling Agent 1 was Handling Agent l's 
pending transfer in late spring 2014 to an FBI office in a European city to serve as 
the Legal Attache (Legat). Handling Agent 1 said that the logistics of obtaining and 
using information from Steele while Handling Agent 1 was stationed abroad would 
be easier if Steele was formally opened as a CHS. 

Steele told us that after Handling Agent 1 indicated he wanted to begin 
tasking Steele to collect information and provide compensation, Steele explained to 
Handling Agent 1 that ■ ■ ■ 

1 and that any relationship would need to be between the FBI and Steele's 
consulting firm. Steele said that Handling Agent 1 contacted • 

■ and obtained a "green light" to proceed. Prior to opening 
Steele as a CHS, Handling Agent 1 contributed information to a memorandum from 
the FBI's Legal Attache (Legat) in Steele's home country notifying 
.... of Steele's proposed relationship with the FBI. The memorandum to 
-----included the following: 

Our New York Office is currently working with Christopher Steele, -
I I I , Mr. 

Steele is providing the FBI with information to support several ongoing 
criminal investigations involving transnational organized crime 
organizations. This information, provided primarily through Mr. 
Steele's privately owned company, Orbis Business Intelligence, is 
necessary to support our efforts to fully identify subjects with ties to 
European, Eurasian and Asian organized crime organizations and 
whose activities directly impact the United States. 

In order to properly protect this information and Mr. Steele's 
relationship with the FBI, our New York Office will treat any material 
provided as information obtained through a Confidential Human 
Source. 

Handling Agent 1 told us that he did not recall seeing a draft of the memorandum 
before it was sent by the Legat. The author of the memorandum, an FBI Assistant 
Legal Attache (ALAT 1), told us that Handling Agent 1 probably provided him with 
the text of the memorandum because he was not familiar with the FBI's use of 
Steele. 

In addition, Steele made available for our review a letter on his consulting 
firm's letterhead from Steele - ?ated approximately around 
the same time as the FBI's memorandum 11 ■■1111■■■•· The letter 
explained that Steele's consulting firm is expected to enter into "a proposed 
commercial relationship" with the FBI. A substantial portion of the letter described 
the consulting firm and its work, and the letter stated that information furnished to 
the U.S. government would come from the firm. 

On October 30, 2013, Handling Agent 1 and another agent completed the 
paperwork to open Steele as an FBI CHS. As required by FBI policy, Handling 
Agent 1 provided the FBI's standard "admonishments" to Steele at the outset of 
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Steele's enrollment as a CHS and on an annual basis thereafter. The 
admonishments advised Steele, for example, that he was not authorized to commit 
illegal acts, that he must provide truthful information to the FBI, and that he must 
follow the instructions of the FBI. According to FBI records, Steele signed 
paperwork captioned "CHS admonishments" acknowledging his receipt of the 
admonishments for the period covering Crossfire Hurricane, and signed CHS 
payment receipts using an FBI assigned payment codename. 204 

Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that he instructed Steele not to divulge his 
relationship with the FBI to others, although the FBI's standard written CHS 
admonishments do not include such an instruction. According to Handling Agent 1, 
he told Steele not to share the information he was providing to the FBI with others, 
with one caveat. Handling Agent 1 explained that Steele would sometimes share 
with the FBI reports he had generated for his consulting firm's clients, and in that 
circumstance the clients would also be privy to the information that the FBI had 
obtained. Handling Agent 1 said he did not provide a specific instruction to Steele 
that he was not to disclose information that he was sharing with the FBI to the 
media. According to Handling Agent 1, he did not need to give that specific 
instruction because that prohibition was addressed by instructing Steele not to 
share the information he was providing to the FBI with others except for clients. 

Steele told us, however, that he was never a CHS for the FBI, and that he 
advised Handling Agent 1 that he could not be a "clandestine source" due to his 
prior service as an intelligence officer of another country. Steele made available for 
the OIG's review documentation referring to such a prohibition. Steele stated that 
he never recalled being told that he was a CHS and that he never would have 
accepted such an arrangement, despite the fact that he signed FBI admonishment 
and payment paperwork indicating that he was an FBI CHS.205 He also said that his 
relationship with the FBI was not that of a "confidential human source" because he 
would meet with Handling Agent 1 at Steele's office as well as in the presence of 
third parties, which included at times his Orbls business partner. Instead, he 
explained that the relationship with the FBI was "contractual" with his firm and that 
he was paid by the FBI "on a results basis" for information his firm furnished in 
response to taskings. 206 Steele said that he was told by Handling Agent 1 that such 
a relationship with the FBI was "unorthodox and groundbreaking," and that 
Handling Agent 1 was interested in similar relationships with others. Steele told us 
that he discussed with Handling Agent 1 how the FBI could be a client of his firm. 

204 The FBI-1057 memorializing Steele's receipt of admonishments in 2016 states that 
Handling Agent 1 "verbally admonished the CHS with CHS admonishments, which the CHS fully 
acknowledged, signed and dated." The FBI could not locate the signed admonishment form, however. 

205 During his time as an FBI CHS, Steele received a total of $95,000 from the FBI. We 
reviewed the FBI paperwork for those payments, each of which required Steele's signed 
acknowledgment. On each document, of which there were eight, was the caption ~cHS's Payment" 
and "CHS's iiiiiilliiiiiiiiil" A signature page was missing for one of the payments. 

206 FBI records that we reviewed included an invoice dated January 25, 2016, from Steele's 
consulting firm requesting payment "[f]or consultancy services, including 7 meetings with contact, 
briefing, and reports" as well as for travel and accommodations. The FBI paid Steele (not the 
consulting firm) $15,000 in May 2016 for services rendered from July 2015 through February 2016. 
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According to Steele, the issue of the nature of his relationship with the FBI "was 
never really resolved and both sides turned a blind eye to it. It was not really 
ideal." However, he said that because the FBI "was keen to stay in touch and draw 
upon our work" the relationship continued without fully resolving the question of his 
status. 

Among the material that Steele made available to the OIG for review prior to 
and after his OIG interview were three memoranda written by Steele, that Steele 
said he maintained in his firm's files, which summarized meetings in 2010 involving 
Steele, Handling Agent 1, and Ohr. The memoranda reflect that Steele indicated 
during those meetings that he was not amenable to becoming a CHS and that he 
wanted the FBI to enter into a consulting agreement with his firm. However, also 
included in the materials was an undated draft letter from Steele to Handling Agent 
1 describing events that post-dated the three earlier memoranda, and stating that 
although Steele preferred that the FBI enter into a contract with his firm, he was 
prepared to sign a contract with the FBI as an individual. According to Steele, he 
did not recall sending the letter but the letter reflected his willingness to 
accommodate the FBI's administrative requirements. He stated that his firm would 
not handle the FBI's work as anything other than as an account with the firm. We 
did not find a copy of these memoranda or the letter in Steele's Delta file. Handling 
Agent 1 told us that Steele never presented him with copies of these materials. 

In light of Steele's assertions, we asked Handling Agent 1 whether Steele 
ever advised him that he was prohibited from working for the FBI as a CHS and 
whether the FBI ever had a contract with Steele's firm. Handling Agent 1 
responded "no" to both questions. We also asked Handling Agent 1 about the 
memorandum described above that was sent by ALAT 1 in 2013 to 

, especially its description that information from Steele would be "provided 
primarily through [Steele's] privately owned company," and that the FBI would 
"treat any material provided as information obtained through a Confidential Human 
Source." We wanted to know the rationale for including these statements if in fact 
the purpose of the memorandum was to alert ■■■I■■■■■ that Steele was 
going to be working as a CHS for the FBI. Handling Agent 1 told us that he 
believed the FBI was trying to be as inclusive as possible in its description of Steele 
and therefore referenced information about Steele's firm, even though the FBI 
never had a relationship with the firm. Handling Agent 1 said that he did not know 
why the memorandum stated that material obtained from Steele would be "treated 
as information from a CHS" if in fact Steele was an FBI CHS. According to Handling 
Agent 1, there was no ambiguity in Steele's status as a CHS by late 2013. Handling 
Agent 1 said that he expressly informed Steele that he was a CHS, he provided 
Steele with CHS admonishments each year, and that Steele signed CHS payment 
paperwork using his CHS codename on multiple occasions. In the view of Handling 
Agent 1, Steele's contention that he was not a CHS is not credible. 

We also asked ALAT 1 about the memorandum from the FBI to 
--· He said that the purpose of the memorandum was to notify 
-----that Steele would be a CHS for the FBI, and that the 
memorandum's reference to the FBI's "working with [Steele]" and explanation that 
material from him would be handled as information from a CHS were sufficient to 
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notify of Steele's status as a CHS. He further stated, 
however, that the memorandum alerted ■••···•· that the FBI was 
going to have "some interaction with [Steele's} firm as well as [Steele]" given that 
the memorandum states that information from Steele would be furnished primarily 
through hls firm. ALAT 1 said that this language was included in the memorandum 
to make clear that the information obtained from the firm would be treated as 
information from a CHS. ALAT 1 did not believe that he received any response to 
the memorandum from ■••··••1, and we did not find any such 
response in Steele's Delta file. 

C. Steele's Work for the FBI During 2014-2015 

Handling Agent 1 said that during 2014 and 2015 he communicated with 
Steele more regularly and met with him several times in Steele's home country and 
in a city in Europe. Steele furnished intelligence information that the FBI 
disseminated, including in four Intelligence Information Reports (IIRs) sent 
throughout the U.S. Intelligence Community (USIC) concerning the activities of 
Russian oligarchs. 207 Handling Agent 1 recalled receiving positive feedback from 
the USIC in response to some of the IIRs containing Steele's information before 
Steele began delivering election related information in 2016. Handling Agent 1 said 
that the response to the IIRs was that the information was "really good" and there 
were requests for additional reporting from Steele. By the time Steele was closed 
by the FBI as a CHS in November 2016, the FBI had disseminated 10 IIRs based on 
Steele's reporting. 

Ohr told us that, during this time period, he and Handling Agent 1 asked 
Steele to inquire whether Russian oligarchs would be interested in entering into 
discussions with them. Handling Agent 1 stated that he did not recall tasking 
Steele to contact Russian oligarchs though he ■ 

. According to Handling Agent 1, Steele originally 
proposed the idea of having him approach Russian oligarchs for the purpose of 
arranging meetings between the oligarchs and representatives of the U.S. 
government. In our review of Steele's CHS file, other pertinent documents, and 
interviews with Handling Agent 1, Ohr, and Steele, we observed that Steele had 
multiple contacts with representatives of Russian oligarchs with connections to 
Russian Intelligence Services {RIS) and senior Kremlin officials.208 For example, in 

207 Each of the IIRs noted the limitations on the reporting and included the following standard 
warning: "WARNING: This is a raw information report, not finally evaluated intelligence. It is being 
shared for informational purposes, but has not been fully evaluated, integrated with other information, 
interpreted or analyzed." 

Steele's 
a validation review be completed on Steele . The FBI's Validation Management 
Unit did not perform such an assessment on Steele until early 2017 after, as described in Chapter Six, 
the Crossfire Hurricane team requested an assessment in the context of Steele's election reporting. 
Handling Agent 1 told us he had seen the TOCIU report and was not concerned about its findings 
concerning Steele because he was aware of Steele's iiiliiiiiiiiliiliiiiiiiiiiiiiiil. We found 

90 



10545

263 

late November 2014, Handling Agent 1 met with Steele who advised Handling 
Agent 1 that he had received overtures from "interlocutors" for several Russian 
oligarchs seeking to arrange FBI interviews of the oligarchs. 

Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that Steele facilitated meetings in a European 
city that included Handling Agent 1, Ohr, an attorney of Russian Oligarch 1, and a 
representative of another Russian oligarch. 209 Russian Oligarch 1 subsequently met 
with Ohr as well as other representatives of the U.S. government at a different 
location. Ohr told the OIG that, based on information that Steele told him about 
Russian Oligarch 1, such as when Russian Oligarch 1 would be visiting the United 
States or applying for a visa, and based on Steele at times seeming to be speaking 
on Russian Oligarch l's behalf, Ohr said he had the impression that Russian 
Oligarch 1 was a client of Steele. 210 

We asked Steele about whether he had a relationship with Russian Oligarch 
1. Steele stated that he did not have a relationship and indicated that he had met 
Russian Oligarch 1 one time. He explained that he worked for Russian Oligarch l's 
attorney on litigation matters that involved Russian Oligarch 1 but that he could not 
provide "specifics" about them for confidentiality reasons. Steele stated that 
Russian Oligarch 1 had no influence on the substance of his election reporting and 
no contact with any of his sources. He also stated that he was not aware of any 
information indicating that Russian Oligarch 1 knew of his investigation relating to 
the 2016 U.S. elections.211 

Steele's prior reporting to the FBI addressed issues other than Russian 
oligarchs. For example, we reviewed FBI records reflecting that he provided 
information on the hack of computer systems of an international corporation, and 
corruption involving former Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych. In addition, 
Steele told us he introduced Handling Agent 1 to sources with knowledge of Russian 
athletic doping and obtained samples of material for the FBI to analyze. Handling 
Agent 1 could not recall meeting with these sources or obtaining samples for 
analysis, though he did remember obtaining information from Steele concerning 
Russian athletic doping. Handling Agent 1 said he forwarded the information to the 
FBI New York Field Office {NYFO) which had an open investigation concerning 
doping. 

Handling Agent 1 also recounted for us a situation involving Steele that 
reinforced his view that Steele was "very professional" and primarily motivated by a 

that the TOCIU report was not included in Steele's Delta file. Handling Agent 1 said that he found 
preparation of the TOCIU report "curious" because he believed that TOCIU was aware of Steele's 
■ ■ and fully supported them. 

209 Handling Agent l told us that he was aware that Steele had a relationship with Russian 
Oligarch l's attorney and assumed it may have been a business relationship. 

210 As we discuss in Chapter Six, members of the Crossfire Hurricane team were unaware of 
Steele's connections to Russian Oli arch 1. 

211 
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desire to counter threats posed by Russia. According to Handling Agent 1, on two 
occasions Steele made arrangements for a meeting between the FBI and a 
individual who had potentially important information. In both instances the 
meetings did not occur due to the FBI's failure to attend. According to Handling 
Agent 1, the FBI's failure to meet with the individual was the FBI's fault, cost Steele 
financially in the short term, and likely caused a loss of reputation with the 
intermediaries who arranged the individual's attendance at the meeting. Handling 
Agent 1 told the OIG that Steele's professionalism in seeking to arrange the 
meeting and then not seeking to "nickel and dime" the FBI in the process impressed 
him. Steele was eventually reimbursed by the FBI for his expenses, but it was over 
a year later. 

We asked Handling Agent 1 about what information the FBI had corroborated 
from Steele's reporting prior to spring 2016 and whether Steele had been proven to 
be a reliable source. Handling Agent 1 said that Steele provided reliable 
information to the FBI in the past, but that not all of the Information Steele 
furnished had been corroborated and verified. Handling Agent 1 cited several 
examples of information from Steele that the FBI had been able to corroborate prior 
to the spring of 2016, such as corruption in FIFA's bid selection process, 
information regarding ■■Ill Russian oligarchs, and corruption involving 
Yanukovych, but could not recall more. He also told the OIG that he was not aware 
of any information Steele provided prior to 2016 that had been shown to be false, 
inaccurate, or problematic. Handling Agent 1 said that the FBI found Steele's 
information to be valuable and that it warranted compensation. As a result, in 
2014 and 2015, the FBI made five payments to Steele totaling $64,000. By the 
time the FBI closed Steele in November 2016, his cumulative compensation totaled 
$95,000, including reimbursement for expenses. Steele was not compensated by 
the FBI for the election reporting we discuss below. 

We asked Steele how he would characterize his relationship with the FBI 
prior to furnishing reports on the 2016 election. He told us it was "good" except for 
the tardiness of the FBI's payments to him. He stated that he had confidence in 
Handling Agent 1. 

We also inquired whether Steele's work for the FBI intruded on his work for 
his private clients. Steele told us that overall his work could be categorized in one 
of two ways. The first was work he performed for other clients of his consulting 
firm. He called this work "Pipeline 1." Steele stated however that he sometimes 
provided his work product from these engagements to the FBI at no cost, which he 
said he did because he believed the information possibly could be helpful to the 
U.S. government. The second category was work Steele performed for the FBI in 
response to taskings and for which the FBI provided compensation. Steele referred 
to this work as "Pipeline 2." According to Steele, Pipeline 1 and Pipeline 2 were 
mutually exclusive and did not overlap. Steele explained that his Pipeline 1 work 
for his clients was not affected by his Pipeline 2 work for the FBI, and he therefore 
was at liberty to discuss his work for his clients with his clients and with third 
parties, as necessary, without gaining permission from the FBI. He stated that any 
promises or commitments he made to the FBI did not affect the work of his 
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consulting firm for its clients and that his FBI commitments only applied to work 
where the FBI was the client (i.e., Pipeline 2). 

II. Steele Provides the FBI with Election Reporting in 2016 

A. Steele's Engagement by Fusion GPS in lune 2016 

Steele said that in approximately June 2016, he was hired for a short-term 
assignment by Fusion GPS, a Washington, D.C., investigative firm founded by 
former journalist Glenn Simpson and a partner. 212 Steele told us that he first met 
Simpson in 2010 and had completed a number of projects for him, some of which 
related to Russia. In May 2016, Simpson met Steele at a European airport and 
inquired whether Steele could assist in determining Russia's actions related to the 
2016 U.S. elections, whether Russia was trying to achieve a particular election 
outcome, whether candidate Donald Trump had any personal and business ties in 
Russia, and whether there were any ties between the Russian government and 
Trump and his campaign.213 Steele stated that he began work for Fusion GPS on 
the 2016 election assignment after Fusion GPS had completed a similar Trump 
related assignment for an entity connected to the Republican Party. 

Steele told us he had a source network in place with a proven "track record" 
that could deliver on Fusion GPS's requirements. Steele added that this source 
network previously had furnished intelligence on Russian interference in European 
affairs.214 Steele said he understood from Simpson that his assignment would end 
with the election in November 2016. He also stated that, prior to this request, he 
had not conducted any research on Trump. 

We asked Steele when he learned who had retained Fusion GPS to obtain 
information concerning Trump and the Trump campaign. He told us he could not 
recall when he first learned that it was the law firm Perkins Coie and the 
Democratic National Committee (DNC), though he was certain that it was not at the 
outset of the engagement with Fusion GPS. Steele further stated that, by late July 
2016, Steele had met with Simpson and an attorney from Perkins Coie, which 

212 Simpson declined the OIG's request to be interviewed. According to testimony that 
Simpson provided to Congress, the Washington Free Beacon retained Fusion GPS from approximately 
September or October 2015 to April/May 2016 to take "an open-ended look at Donald Trump's 
business career and his litigation history and his relationships with questionable people, how much he 
was really worth, how he ran his casinos, [and] what kind of performance he had in other lines of 
work." See Testimony of Glenn Simpson before the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, U.S. House of Representatives (November 8, 2017) (hereinafter Simpson House 
Testimony) at 7, 12. 

213 According to interrogatory responses Steele provided in foreign litigation, Fusion GPS 
retained Steele "to investigate and report, by way of preparing confidential Intelligence Memorandum, 
on Russian efforts to influence the U.S. Presidential election process in 2016 and on links between 
Russia and the then Republican candidate and now President Donald Trump." 

214 Steele told us that this source network did not involve sources from his time as a -
and was developed entirely in the period after he retired from 

government service. 
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represented the DNC, and Steele said that by that time he was aware of the DNC's 
role. He stated that he could not remember whether he provided Perkins Coie's 
name to the FBI but believed it was probable that he did so, but not in July 2016. 

Steele stated that he finalized arrangements with Simpson over the terms of 
his engagement a few weeks after their meeting at the European airport and that 
he started to collect information in June 2016. According to FBI records, Steele 
thereafter produced ■ reports related to the 2016 U.S. elections, ■ of which he 
provided to the FBI and I others that were provided to the FBI by third parties, as 
described in Chapter Six. 215 The FBI obtained reports directly from Steele during 
the time period of July through October 2016. 

Steele told us that the reports he generated were not designed to be 
"finished products" and instead were "to be briefed off of orally versus consumed as 
a written product." He said that the reports were "mostly single source reporting" 
and were uncorroborated intelligence "up to a point," but were informed by 
background research and his judgment as an intelligence professional. Steele 
explained that it was his firm's practice to faithfully report everything a reliable 
source provided and not to withhold information because it was controversial. He 
denied "tailoring" his reporting to meet the needs of his clients and explained that 
doing so ultimately was not a good business practice because it would result in loss 
of reputation. We also asked Steele whether his research was "opposition 
research" and biased. He provided a similar response and explained that his firm 
would not be in business if it provided biased information.216 Steele called the 
allegation that he was biased against Trump from the start "ridiculous. "217 He 
stated that if anything he was "favorably disposed" toward the Trump family before 
he began his research because he had visited a Trump family member at Trump 
Tower and "been friendly" with [the family member] for some years. He described 
their relationship as "personal" and said that he once gifted a family tartan from 
Scotland to the family member. 

215 One report that was not provided to the FBI directly or via third parties was published by 
BuzzFeed. One of the reports provided to the FBI by third parties was a near duplicate of a report 
that Steele previously had furnished to the FBI. Steele also provided the FBI, from July through 
October 2016, with several reports that addressed Russian activities but were not election related. 

216 We also asked about obvious errors in the reporting, such a misspellings and the reference 
to a Russian consulate in Miami which did not exist. Steele told us that such errors are typical in 
intelligence work and were a function, in part, of the fast turnaround between his receipt of 
information from his sources and the dissemination of the reporting. He explained that he was 
accountable for any errors as the election reporting was "his baby." 

217 As we describe in Chapter Six, however, according to an FBI FD-302, when the FBI 
interviewed Steele in September 2017, he and a colleague from his firm described Trump as their 
"main opponent.• Ohr also advised SSA 1 that Steele was "desperate that Donald Trump not get 
elected and was passionate about him not being the U.S. President." As we describe in Chapter Nine, 
SSA 1 met with Ohr on November 21, 2016, and memorialized Ohr's statements in a FBI FD·302 
report. When we interviewed Steele, he told us that he did not state that he was "desperate" that 
Trump not be elected and thought Ohr might have been paraphrasing his sentiments. Steele told us 
that he was concerned that Trump was a national security risk, and he had no particular animus 
against Trump otherwise. 
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The first election report that Steele provided to the FBI, which, as described 
in Chapters Five and Seven, was one of four of Steele's reports that the FBI relied 
upon to support probable cause in the Carter Page FISA applications, is captioned 
"Company Intelligence Report 2016/080-U.S. Presidential Election: Republican 
Candidate Donald Trump's Activities in Russia and Compromising Relationship with 
the Kremlin," and is dated June 20, 2016 (Report 80}. It was provided to Handling 
Agent 1 on July 5, 2016, and contains numerous allegations about the presidential 
candidates, including that: (1) the "Russian regime has been cultivating, 
supporting, and assisting [Trump] for at leasts years;" (2) "[Trump] and his inner 
circle have accepted a regular flow of intelligence from the Kremlin, including on his 
Democratic and other political rivals;" (3) Trump's activities in Moscow, including 
"perverted sexual acts," make him vulnerable to blackmail; (4) Russian Intelligence 
Services have collected "compromising material" on Hillary Clinton; and (5) the 
Kremlin has been "feeding" information to Trump's campaign for an extended 
period of time. Steele said that he debated with his business colleague whether to 
include the sexual material in Report 80 but refused to omit it because he felt that 
as a matter of professional practice, when reporting information from a source, "we 
have to be faithful to all of the information the source provided" and not avoid 
material because it is controversial. Then Director James Corney later described 
this aspect of Steele's reporting as "salacious and unverified."218 

Steele explained that shortly after drafting Report 80 he had discussions with 
his business partner and Simpson about what to do with the information. He said 
that he and his partner considered the contents of the report to have national 
security implications and that the report therefore needed to be shared with the 
FBI. He said that Simpson agreed to Steele's proposal, and thereafter, Steele 
contacted the FBI.219 

B. Steele Informs Handling Agent 1 in July 2016 about his Election 
Reporting Work 

Shortly before the Fourth of July 2016, Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that he 
received a call from Steele requesting an in-person meeting as soon as possible. 
Handling Agent 1 said he departed his duty station in Europe on July 5 and met 
with Steele in Steele's office that day. During their meeting, Steele provided 
Handling Agent 1 with a copy of Report 80 and explained that he had been hired by 
Fusion GPS to collect information on the relationship between candidate Trump's 
businesses and Russia. Handling Agent 1 said Steele had become concerned about 
the possibility of the Russians compromising Trump in the event Trump became 

218 We further discuss Corney views of this information in Chapter Six. 
219 Simpson has testified before Congress that he assented to Steele's request to provide the 

information to the FBI, and that he viewed the situation as "potentially a crime in progress" that 
needed to be reported. Simpson House Testimony at 61; Testimony of Gfenn Simpson before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, United States Senate (August 22, 2017) (hereinafter Simpson Senate 
Testimony) at 160. 
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President.220 According to Handling Agent 1, Steele informed him that Fusion GPS 
had been hired by a law firm to conduct research, though Steele stated that he did 
not know the law firm's name or its political affiliation. m Handling Agent 1 told the 
OIG, however, that he did not have to ask Steele to know that the request for the 
research was politically motivated as the connection to politics was obvious to 
Handling Agent 1 from the circumstances. Handling Agent 1 also told us that he 
asked Steele to try to identify the law firm. However, Handling Agent 1 said that 
he did not "continually ask" Steele about the firm's identity as his work with Steele 
progressed. When asked by the OIG about an October 2016 email from a member 
of the Crossfire Hurricane team stating that Handling Agent 1 had avoided tasking 
Steele to obtain the name of the law firm, Handling Agent 1 told us that information 
was incorrect and that he would never avoid asking a material question. When we 
asked the email's author about the email, he stated that it accurately represented 
what Handling Agent 1 had told him during a telephone call in October 2016. 

We reviewed what Steele represented were his contemporaneous notes of his 
July 5 meeting with Handling Agent 1. Steele told us these notes were written 
within a day or two of the meeting. The notes reflect that Steele told Handling 
Agent 1 that Steele was aware that "Democratic Party associates" were paying for 
Fusion GPS's research, the "ultimate client" was the leadership of the Clinton 
presidential campaign, and "the candidate" was aware of Steele's reporting. Steele 
told us that he was "pretty candid" with Handling Agent 1. He also said it was clear 
that Fusion GPS was backed by Clinton supporters and senior Democrats who were 
supporting her. When we asked Handling Agent 1 about the information contained 
in Steele's notes, Handling Agent 1 told us that he did not recall Steele mentioning 
these facts to him during their meeting. 

After being provided with a copy of Report 80 at the July 5 meeting, Handling 
Agent 1 said he asked Steele whether he was still collecting information for Fusion 
GPS. Handling Agent 1 said Steele responded that he was working on another 
report for Simpson. Handling Agent 1 said that, at that point, he advised Steele 
that Steele was not working on behalf of the FBI to collect the information Fusion 
'GPS was seeking: "I said we are not asking you to do it and I'm not tasking you to 
do it." Steele provided the OIG with a similar interpretation of these events. He 
told us that Report 80, as well as all his other election reports, was "Pipeline 1" 
information and not subject to FBI controls. Handling Agent 1 said that he also 
advised Steele that because a law firm was involved there could be privilege issues 
that Handling Agent 1 would need to evaluate. Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that 
he returned to his duty station the same day with a copy of the reports Steele 
provided him, only one of which was election related. 

220 Handling Agent l's records indicate that, during this meeting, Steele also provided 
Handling Agent 1 with reporting on Russian doping in athletics, Russian cyber activities, and Russian 
interference in European political affairs. 

221 As described earlier, Steele told us that by late July 2016, he had met with Simpson and 
an attorney from Perkins Cole, which represented the DNC, and by that time he was aware of the 
ONC's role. 
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Steele told us that Handling Agent 1 was "taken aback" by the contents of 
Report 80, and that Handling Agent 1 said he needed to send the Report back to 
the U.S. and would contact Steele at a later time after Handling Agent 1 had 
conferred with others about how to handle it. Steele said that he waited 
approximately one week and then contacted Handling Agent 1 to inquire whether 
he wanted to receive additional reports. According to Steele, Handling Agent 1 
responded, "[N]ot yet. I'm still dealing with this. I'll get back to you." Steele said 
it was not until mid-August that he heard back from Handling Agent 1 and that 
Handling Agent 1 told him at that time that he wanted to receive additional reports. 

Handling Agent 1 said he discussed Steele's reporting with his supervisor, the 
Legat, and both agreed that Handling Agent 1 should try to determine where to 
send the information in FBI Headquarters. However, due to the sensitivity of the 
reporting, Handling Agent 1 said that he wanted to be discrete and avoid a situation 
where he was "broadcasting" the information. Handling Agent 1 said that he 
informed his supervisor that he wanted to consult with NYFO (where Handling 
Agent 1 previously had worked) before taking further action, and that his goal was 
to put the information directly In the hands of people who needed to see it. 
According to Handling Agent 1, his supervisor approved, stating "Good idea. Call 
whoever you have to call. Do whatever you have to do."222 

The Legat told us that he recalled Handling Agent l's proposal to contact 
NYFO, which he concurred with, but that his expectation was that Handling Agent 1 
would provide Steele's reporting to the Counterintelligence Division (CD) at FBI 
Headquarters within a matter of days. The Legat stated that he recalled inquiring 
about the handling of the reporting when Handling Agent 1 obtained another report 
from Steele, Report 94 described below, on July 19, 2016, as well as prior to a 
meeting members of the Crossfire Hurricane team had with Steele in October 2016. 
The Legat said that during this time, "I just assumed [Handling Agent 1] was 
handling it ... [and] had sent it off." 

Approxlmately 1 week after his July 5 meeting with Steele, Handling Agent 1 
contacted an Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC 1) in NYFO, whom Handling 
Agent 1 had known for many years and described as having experience with 
"sensitive matters." Handling Agent 1 said that he described the "gist" of the 
situation to ASAC 1, who responded that he would assess what to do and contact 
Handling Agent 1 later. ASAC 1 told us that the information that Handling Agent 1 
explained to him "[c]learly [was] something that needs to be handled immediately" 
and "definitely of interest to the Counterintelligence folks." ASAC 1 said that after 
hearing from Handling Agent 1, he spoke with his Special Agent in Charge {SAC 1) 
the same day. ASAC l's notes from his July 13 call with Handling Agent 1 closely 
track the contents of Report 80, identify Simpson as a client of a law firm, and 
include the following: "law firm works for the Republican party or Hillary and will 

222 Handling Agent 1 said that he did not contact the International Operations Division (IOD) 
at FBI Headquarters, which supports the Legats, about the reporting. 
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use [the information described in Report 80] at some point."223 ASAC 1 told us that 
he would not have made this notation if Handling Agent 1 had not stated it to him. 

On July 19, 2016, Steele sent an email to Handling Agent 1 that included 
another report, Report 94, which was captioned "Company Intelligence Report 
2016/94-Russia: Secret Kremlin Meetings Attended by Trump Advisor Carter Page 
in Moscow (July 2016)." Report 94, which as described in Chapters Five and Seven 
was one of 4 reports the FBI relied upon to support the probable cause in the 
Carter Page FISA applications, alleged that during a visit to Moscow in July 2016, 
Page met with: (1) Igor Sechin, Chairman of Russian energy conglomerate 
Rosneft:, and discussed the "lifting of western sanctions against Russia over 
Ukraine;" and (2) Igor Divyekin, a staff member in the Russian Presidential 
Administration, who informed Page of compromising information the Kremlin 
possessed on Hillary Clinton and its possible release to the Republican campaign. 
Report 94 further alleged that Divyekin advised Page that the Russians had 
derogatory information on Trump, which the candidate should bear in mind in 
future dealings with Russian leadership. Report 94 described conversations 
involving a limited number of persons (e.g., Sechin confided the details of a secret 
meeting with Page; Sergei Ivanov confided in a compatriot that Divyekin had met 
secretly with Page). 

Handling Agent 1 said that when he read Report 94 for the first time he 
recognized Sechin's name from intelligence reporting but did not recognize the 
other names, including Carter Page. He told the OIG that he was in no position to 
assess the reliability of the reporting and for that reason he was eager to forward 
the reporting to persons who could evaluate it. Steele's reporting, however, did not 
reach investigators at FBI Headquarters until 2 months later, a circumstance we 
describe further below. 

c. The Crossfire Hurricane Team Receives Steele's Reports on 
September 19 

On July 28, 2016, three days prior to the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, Handling Agent 1 sent Reports 80 and 94 to ASAC 1 in NYFO, who 
forwarded them to SAC 1. 224 Handling Agent 1 's sharing of the reports with ASAC 1 
resulted in a meeting in NYFO on August 3 among ASAC 1, the Chief Division 
Counsel (CDC), an Associate Division Counsel (ADC), and a Supervisory Special 
Agent (SSA). Notes taken by the ADC show that the meeting participants discussed 

223 As we summarize in Chapter Ten, at approximately the same time that Handling Agent 1 
was reporting information about Simpson to ASAC 1, an FBI agent from another FBI field office sent 
an email to his supervisor stating that he had been contacted by a former CHS who "was contacted 
recently by a colleague who runs an investigative firm. The firm had been hired by two entities (the 
Democratic National Committee as well as another individual...not name[d]) to explore Donald J. 
Trump's longstanding ties to Russian entities." On or about August 2, 2016, this information was 
shared by a CD supervisor with the Section Chief of CD's Counterintelligence Analysis Section I (Intel 
Section Chief), who provided it that day to members of the Crossfire Hurricane team {then Section 
Chief Peter Strzok, SSA 1, and the Supervisory Intel Analyst}. 

224 ASAC 1 told us that he was not sure why nothing happened with the reports between July 
13, the date he first spoke with Handling Agent 1, and July 28. 
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in general terms the information contained in Reports 80 and 94 and the 
relationship between Steele, Simpson, and a "law firm." 

The ADC told the OIG that he was assigned the responsibility of reading 
Steele's reports and determining whether they were pertinent to any crimes 
involving public corruption. The ADC said he spoke with Handling Agent 1 on 
August 4, and Handling Agent 1 emailed Reports 80 and 94 to him the next day. 
Handling Agent 1 stated that, prior to sending the reports, ASAC 1 had contacted 
him to explain that the reports would be placed in a sub-file in NYFO and thereby 
"walled off" from agents in NYFO, and that the Assistant Director in Charge of NYFO 
and the "Executive Assistant Director (EAD) level" at FBI Headquarters were aware 
of the reports' existence. Handling Agent 1 stated that the ADC informed him in 
August that he was conferring with management in NYFO about how to handle the 
reports and would notify him after a determination had been made. Handling Agent 
1 also stated that the engagement of an EAD was significant to him because he 
believed that "appropriate people were communicating" about the reports as a 
result and that he therefore should wait for further guidance about how to handle 
the reports. 

As we discuss in detail in Chapter Nine, Handling Agent 1 also told us that, in 
mid to late August, he heard from Ohr "out of the blue," who inquired whether 
Handling Agent 1 had seen Steele's reports. According to Handling Agent 1, Ohr 
contacted him to confirm that the FBI was aware of the reports and was "handling" 
them. Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that he advised Ohr that news of the reports 
had reached the "EAD level" at FBI Headquarters and that executive management 
at NYFO was aware of the reports and trying to determine where to forward them. 
Ohr stated that he recalled Handling Agent 1 telling him this, but that at some later 
date Ohr said he became concerned that the right people at FBI Headquarters did 
not know about the reporting. 

On August 25, 2016, according to a Supervisory Special Agent 1 (SSA 1) who 
was assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, during a briefing for then 
Deputy Director Andrew McCabe on the investigation, McCabe asked SSA 1 to 
contact NYFO about information that potentially could assist the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation.225 SSA 1 said he reached out to counterintelligence agents and 
analysts in NYFO within approximately 24 hours following the meeting. Instant 
messages show that on September 1, SSA 1 spoke with a NYFO counterintelligence 
supervisor, and that the counterintelligence supervisor was attempting to set up a 
call between SSA 1 and the ADC. 

On September 2, 2016, Handling Agent 1, who had been waiting for NYFO to 
inform him where to forward Steele's reports, sent the following email to the ADC 
and counterintelligence supervisor: "Do we have a name yet? The stuff is burning a 
hole." The ADC responded the same day explaining that SSA 1 had created an 
electronic sub-file for Handling Agent 1 in the Crossfire Hurricane case and that he 

225 During his interview with the OIG, McCabe told us that he did not remember asking SSA 1 
to contact NYFO, and he said he did not remember knowing in August 2016 that NYFO had information 
relevant to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
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should forward the Steele reports to it. However, SSA 1 told us that there was a 
problem with his attempt to send an email to Handling Agent 1 in early September. 
SSA 1 said he did not recognize the problem until September 13 and emailed 
Handling Agent 1 that day with the case information necessary to upload the 
reports. 

On September 19, 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane team received the Steele 
reporting for the first time when Handling Agent 1 emailed SSA 1 six reports for 
SSA 1 to upload himself to the sub-file: Reports 80 and 94, and four additional 
reports (Reports 95, 100, 101, and 102) that Handling Agent 1 had since received 
from Steele. 226 FBI officials we interviewed told us that the length of time it took 
for Steele's election reporting to reach FBI Headquarters was excessive and that the 
reports should have been sent promptly after their receipt by the Legat. Members 
of the Crossfire Hurricane team told us that their assessment of the Steele election 
reporting could have started much earlier if the reporting had been made available 
to them. 

As described in Chapters Five and Seven, the FBI relied upon Report 95 to 
support probable cause in the Carter Page FISA applications. Report 95 was 
entitled "Russia/US Presidential Election: Further Indications of Extensive 
Conspiracy Between Trump's Campaign Team and the Kremlin" and cited 
repeatedly to information provided by "Source E." Report 95 alleged the existence 
of "a well-developed conspiracy of co-operation" between the Trump campaign and 
Russian leadership, and claimed that the campaign's manager, Manafort, used 
Carter Page and others as "intermediaries" to further the conspiracy. According to 
Source E, the "Russian regime" was behind the leak of DNC emails to WikiLeaks 
with the "full knowledge and support" of Trump and his campaign team, and the 
WikiLeaks platform was used by Russia to afford it "plausible deniability" of its 
involvement in the leak. Also, as we describe in Chapter Eight, Report 95 included 
an allegation that Page and possibly others agreed to sidellne Russian intervention 
in Ukraine as a campaign issue in exchange for Russia's disclosure of hacked DNC 
emails to WikiLeaks. The FBI used this information in all of the Carter Page FISA 
applications to support its assessment that Page helped influence the Republican 
Party to change its platform to be more sympathetic to Russia's interests by 
eliminating language from the Republican platform about providing weapons to 
Ukraine. 

Report 102, as described in Chapters Five and Seven, was also one of the 4 
reports relied upon to support probable cause in the Carter Page FISA applications. 
The Report was titled, "Russia/US Presidential Election: Reaction in Trump Camp to 
Recent Negative Publicity About Russian Interference and likely Resulting Tactics 
Going Forward." Report 102 alleged that the purpose of the recent DNC email leaks 
was to shift votes from Bernie Sanders to Trump following Clinton's nomination. 

226 Additional reports included the following information: Report 100 {Premier Medvedev's 
office was furious over DNC hacking and associated anti-Russian publicity) and Report 101 {The 
Kremlin is supporting various U.S. political figures and indirectly funding their travel to Moscow). 
Reports 95 and 102 are described below. 
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Report 102 also alleged that Carter Page conceived of and promoted the idea that 
the release of the DNC emails would shift voter support to Trump. 

D. The Crossfire Hurricane Team's Initial Handling of the Steele 
Reporting in September 2016 

As described in Chapter Three, by the date the Crossfire Hurricane team 
received the six Steele reports on September 19, the investigation had been 
underway for approximately 6 weeks and the team had opened investigations on 
four individuals: Carter Page, George Papadopoulos, Paul Manafort, and Michael 
Flynn. In addition, during the prior 6 weeks, the team had used CHSs to conduct 
operations against Page, Papadopoulos, and a high-level Trump campaign official, 
although those operations had not resulted in the collection of any inculpatory 
information. Further, as described in Chapter Five, the team had discussions about 
the possibility of obtaining FISAs targeting Page and Papadopoulos, but it was 
determined that there was insufficient information at the time to proceed with an 
application to the court. 

As also described in Chapter Three, the FBI had an ongoing cyber 
counterintelligence investigation into the Russian hacking of the DNC and was 
aware of other Russian efforts to interfere with the upcoming 2016 U.S. elections. 
We were told by several FBI witnesses that certain broad themes of the Steele 
reporting were consistent with information already known by the FBI and other U.S. 
government intelligence agencies. These themes included that the Russian 
government was seeking to sow discord and disunity within the United States and 
Trans-Atlantic alliance, that the Russian government was working to support 
Trump's election as President, and that Russian state-sponsored cyber operations 
were responsible for hacking activity focused on the Clinton campaign. Corney told 
the OIG that, in his view, the "heart of the [Steele] reporting was that there's a 
massive Russian effort to influence the American election and weaponize stolen 
information." Corney said he believed those themes from the Steele reporting were 
"entirely consistent with information developed by the [USIC] wholly separate and 
apart from the [Steele] reporting," as well as consistent with what "our eyes and 
ears could also see." 

After obtaining the six Steele reports on September 19, analysts on the 
Crossfire Hurricane team immediately began to evaluate the information in the 
reports. By the next day, they had completed a draft Intelligence Memorandum 
that summarized key points from the reports and identified actions that needed to 
be taken to assess the information. For example, Report 95 stated that Russian 
diplomatic staff in the United States were rewarding assets (cooperators) using the 
emigre pension distribution s stem as cover and the Intelli ence Memorandum 
described 

The FBI's analytical efforts also included developing various diagrams, charts, 
and timelines to document relationships and events pertinent to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation. In order to analyze the Steele election reports, the FBI 
developed a spreadsheet of excerpts from the reports with analyst notes indicating 
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the source of the excerpt and verification information, such as whether information 
contained in the excerpt had been corroborated.227 We discuss in Chapter Six these 
efforts by the FBI over time to assess the Steele election reporting. 

Assistant Director (AD) E.W. "Bill" Priestap and then Deputy Assistant 
Director (DAD) Peter Strzok told the OIG that the FBI's assessment of Steele's 
information was not different from the approach the FBI typically uses in evaluating 
CHS information. They explained that the assessment involved determining the 
credibility of Steele, including understanding his record of furnishing reliable 
information, motivation, and possible biases; and verifying the information he 
provided through independent sources. Priestap described the FBI's approach to 
the reporting in the following terms: 

[W]e did not ever take the information he provided at face value .... 
We went to great lengths to try to independently verify the source's 
credibility and to prove or disprove every single assertion in the 
dossier.... We absolutely understood that the information in the so­
called dossier could be inaccurate. We also understood that some 
parts could be true and other parts false. We understood that 
information could be embellished or exaggerated. We also understood 
that the information could have been provided by the Russians as part 
of a disinformation campaign. 

The Supervisory Intelligence Analyst (Supervisory Intel Analyst) assigned to 
Crossfire Hurricane told the OIG that an early focus of the FBI's analytical effort to 
assess Steele's reporting was trying to identify Steele's sources. According to the 
Supervisory Intel Analyst, it was important to determine whether the reporting of 
those individuals matched their access to information. The Supervisory Intel 
Analyst said that, in order to evaluate that issue and fully assess the reporting, the 
FBI sought assistance from other USIC agencies by, for example, vetting Russian 
names identified in the reports. 

We asked the Supervisory Intel Analyst whether the FBI sought to determine 
who was financing Steele's election related research. He said that the focus of the 
analysts was on Russian interference in the campaign and on any connections 
between Russia and the Trump campaign. He stated that he was aware of the 
potential for political influences on the reporting. He said that, because of that 
awareness, whether the reporting was "opposition research" that was politically 
motivated was not an issue that occupied his or his analysts' attention and that 
further research on the issue was nearly "immaterial." He explained that because 
"opposition research can be true, it can be false," his focus was on vetting the 
reporting to determine whether its contents were accurate. 

227 The OIG was advised that the spreadsheet does not include highly classified material, and 
therefore its presentation of information known to the FBI about corroboration of the Steele election 
reporting is partial. 
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On September 23, 2016, Case Agent 1, the lead case agent for the Carter 
Page investigation, emailed Handling Agent 1 to inquire about Steele. Handling 
Agent 1 responded: "[CHS] has been signed up for 3 years and is reliable. [CHS) 
responds to taskings and obtains info from a network of sub sources. Some of the 
[CHS'] info has been corroborated when possible. "228 This outreach was followed 
shortly thereafter by a request to Handling Agent 1 from one of the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation supervisors, SSA 1, to participate in a video conference call 
with members of the Crossfire Hurricane team on September 27. According to 
participants on the call, the purpose of the call was to set a meeting with Steele to 
discuss his reports, learn about his source network, and gain his cooperation to 
collect additional information in support of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 229 

We asked Strzok who made the decision to use Steele as a source in the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation. He said that McCabe and Corney were briefed on 
Steele's reporting and "okayed" the Crossfire Hurricane team's approach to use 
Steele in the investigation. Corney told us that he recalled being briefed about 
Steele but did not have a specific recollection beyond obtaining copies of Steele's 
reports and learning about Steele's background; his prior record of furnishing 
information to the FBI, including FIFA; and his work for political entities (first 
Republican, then Democratic).230 McCabe told us that although he was sometimes 
present during discussions about the use of CHSs in Crossfire Hurricane, he left 
decisions about which sources to use and how to use them to the team. 

As we describe below, in early October 2016 a meeting was held between 
members of the Crossfire Hurricane team and Steele in a European city. Unknown 
to the FBI at the time, Steele was working with his client, Fusion GPS, to alert 
select media outlets about his reporting concerning Russian interference with the 
2016 U.S elections and allegations regarding the Trump campaign and candidate 
Trump. Additionally, the FBI was unaware at the time that Steele had not made 
available to the FBI all of the reports he prepared as of mid-September concerning 
Russia. 231 As described in Chapter Six, these and other reports were provided to 

228 We did not find this communication in Steele's Delta file. 

229 We found that the first time the Crossfire Hurricane team accessed Steele's Delta file was 
in November 2016. The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that the team was in contact with Handling 
Agent 1 beginning in September and relied on him for information about Steele. Handling Agent 1 
expressed surprise that the Crossfire Hurricane team did not access Steele's Delta file earlier. He said 
that the team should have "turned the file upside downn looking for information 2 months earlier and 
that he assumed that some members of the team had thoroughly reviewed the file. 

230 As noted earlier, Steele told us that he began work for Fusion GPS on the 2016 election 
assignment after Fusion GPS had completed a similar Trump related assignment for a Republican Party 
connected entity. 

231 The following are reports with select highlights that Steele did not furnish to the FBI, 
which range in date from July 30 to September 14, 2016: 

• Report 97 (the Kremlin is concerned that political fallout from the DNC hacking 
operation is spiraling out of control; a source close to the Trump campaign confirms 
that the regular exchange of intelligence between the Trump team and the Kremlin 
had existed for at least 8 years; the Kremlin had determined not to use compromising 
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the FBI in November and December 2016 by a journalist, Senator John McCain, and 
Ohr. When we asked Steele why he failed to provide alt of his then-existing reports 
to the FBI, he could not provide us with an explanation and said that he should 
have given them to the FBI at the time. 

E. Steele Discusses His Reporting with Third Parties in Late 
September 2016 and the Yahoo News Article 

During late September 2016, with Fusion GPS's authorization, Steele met 
with numerous persons outside the FBI to discuss the intelligence he had obtained, 
as part of his paid work for Fusion GPS, concerning Russian interference with the 
2016 U.S. elections and allegations regarding the Trump campaign and candidate 
Trump. 232 For example, as we discuss in Chapter Nine, emails exchanged between 
Steele and Ohr show that Steele visited Washington, D.C., beginning around 
September 21, 2016, and met with Ohr on September 23, at which time the two 
discussed multiple issues involving election related intelligence that Steele had 
collected. Steele told us that during this visit he also met with an attorney from 
Perkins Coie, who was general counsel to the Clinton campaign. 233 

Steele also met with journalists during his September trip to Washington, 
D.C. According to a filing that Steele made in 2017 in foreign litigation, at Fusion 
GPS's instruction, he briefed reporters from The New York Times, The Washington 

information against Trump given how cooperative his team had been over several 
years and of late); 

• Report 105 (during a secret meeting between Putin and ex-Ukrainian President 
Yanukovych, Yanukovych confided to Putin that he did authorize and order substantial 
kick-back payments to Manafort but reassured Putin that no documentary trail was left 
behind; Putin and Russian leadership were skeptical of the ex-President's assurances 
that there were no traces of the payments; Manafort's departure from the Trump 
campaign was attributable to Ukrainian corruption revelations as well as infighting with 
campaign advisors); 

• Report 112 (the leading figures of the Alpha group of businesses led by three Russian 
oligarchs are on very good terms with Putin; Alpha held compromising information on 
Putin and his corrupt business activities from the 1990s}; and 

• Report 113 (sources based in St. Petersburg reported that Trump has paid bribes and 
engaged in sexual activities in St. Petersburg, including participating in sex parties, 
but that witnesses had been "silenced," i.e., bribed or coerced to disappear). 

232 This was not the first time that information included in Steele's reports concerning the 
Trump campaign was known to individuals outside the FBI. For example, Handling Agent 1 emailed an 
FBI supervisor on July 28, 2016, explaining that Steele had advised him that information from Reports 
80 and 94 "may already be circulating at a 'high level' in Washington, D.C." Two days earlier, 
according to a text between Carter Page and a Wall Street Journal reporter {that Page has since made 
public}, the reporter contacted Page inquiring whether Page had met with Sechin and Divyekln. The 
FBI also received correspondence from Members of Congress in August 2016 that described 
information included in the Steele reports. Additionally, then Assistant Secretary of State for 
European and Eurasian Affairs Victoria Nuland publicly stated during an interview in 2018 that Steele's 
election reporting was first provided to the State Department in July 2016. 

233 Steele told us that he had a second meeting with this attorney in October 2016, and that 
he had met with another attorney from Perkins Coie in July 2016. 

104 



10559

277 

Post, Yahoo News, The New Yorker, and CNN. The filing states that the briefings 
were verbal, occurred at the end of September, and "involved the disclosure of 
limited intelligence regarding indications of Russian interference with the U.S. 
election process and the possible coordination of members of Trump's campaign 
team and Russian government officials." 

Steele told us that the press briefings were taskings from his client, Fusion 
GPS, that his firm had to honor, and Simpson has testified that Simpson attended 
the briefings. 234 Steele said that they were "off-the-record" and, while he made 
mention of the reports, Steele did not distribute them to the journalists. Steele 
explained that he discussed "general themes" from his reporting that lacked 
sufficient specificity to identify his sources, and that he avoided answering 
questions about whether he had reported his findings to authorities. 235 

We asked Steele whether he believed his participation in the press briefings 
was contrary to any admonishments that he had received previously from Handling 
Agent 1. He said that he did not recall the FBI telling him he could not talk to 
journalists about work that he performed on behalf of his firm's clients. According 
to Steele, the election reporting was a "Pipeline 1" assignment and therefore the 
FBI did not have a role in setting terms for his interactions with third parties, such 
as news organizations. He said that if the FBI had tried to interfere in his 
assignment for Fusion GPS, he would have objected and that such an attempt 
would have been a "showstopper." Steele stated that Orbis' client for the election 
reporting was Fusion GPS, which controlled and directed the terms for interactions 
with third parties. 

Handling Agent 1 told us that he understood why Steele would believe in 
September 2016 that he did not have an obligation to discuss his press contacts 
with him given that: (1) Steele's work resulted from a private client engagement; 
and (2) Handling Agent 1 told Steele on July 5 that he was not collecting his 
election reporting on behalf of the FBI. However, Handling Agent l's view was that 
while it was obvious that Fusion GPS would want to publicize Steele's election 
information, it was not apparent that Steele would be conducting press briefings 
and otherwise interjecting himself into the media spotlight. Handling Agent 1 told 
us that he would have recommended that Steele be closed in September 2016 if he 
had known about the attention that Steele was attracting to himself. According to 
Handling Agent 1, Steele should have had the foresight to recognize this fact and 
the professionalism to afford Handling Agent 1 an opportunity to assess the 
situation. However, we are unaware of any FBI admonishments that Steele 
violated by speaking to third parties, including the press, about work that he had 

234 Simpson senate Testimony, at 207. 
235 According to a book co-authored by a Yahoo News reporter who was present for a Steele 

September 2016 press briefing, Steele told him at the meeting that he had provided his election 
reporting to the FBI and that there were "people in the [FBI] taking this very seriously. n See Russian 
Roulette: The Inside Story of Putin's War on America and the Election of Donald Trump {New York: 
Grand Central Publishing, 2018), 226. 
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done solely for his firm's clients and where he made no mention of his relationship 
with the FBI. 

On September 23, 2016, Yahoo News published an article entitled, "U.S. 
Intel Officials Probe Ties Between Trump Advisor and Kremlin." The September 23 
article described efforts by U.S. government intelligence agencies to determine 
whether Carter Page had opened communication channels with Kremlin officials. 
Steele told us that because his briefing with Yahoo News was "off-the-record," he 
did not believe that he was the source for the article. He stated that it was his 
understanding based on discussions with Simpson that the sourcing for the article 
came from within the U.S. government.236 However, portions of the article align 
with information contained in Steele's Report 94. For example, the article stated 
that U.S. officials had received intelligence reporting that Page had met with Igor 
Sechin, Chairman of Rosneft, and Igor Divyekin, Deputy Chief in the Russian 
Presidential Administration. The article cited "a well-placed Western intelligence 
source" for this information, and the article's author has confirmed that Steele 
contributed information for the article and that Steele was the "Western intelligence 
source. '1237 

We asked FBI agents and analysts assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation whether, following publication of the Yahoo News article, they had 
concerns that Steele was briefing the press about the reports that he had provided 
to the FBI, and they expressed varying points of view. The Supervisory Intel 
Analyst told us that it was unclear to him in September 2016 whether Steele was 
briefing the press. He stated that because Steele was providing his reporting to 
Fusion GPS, the Supervisory Intel Analyst's view at the time was that it could have 
been Fusion GPS or its clients who were discussing the reporting with news outlets. 
The supervisory attorney from the FBI Office of the General Counsel assigned to the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation (the OGC Unit Chief) stated that she and others 
assumed that Steele's clients, or others with whom the clients had shared the 
information, were responsible for the press stories, but that the Crossfire Hurricane 
team would not have been surprised if Steele's reporting was the basis for the 
Yahoo News article. In contrast, Case Agent 1 sent instant messages indicating his 
belief that Steele was the "Western intelligence source" mentioned in the Yahoo 
News article and Steele "was selling his stuff to others." Case Agent 1 told us that 
the Crossfire Hurricane team later assessed that Simpson or someone else who had 
the Steele information, rather than Steele himself, was responsible for furnishing 
the information to Yahoo News. However, as we describe below, the team had no 
factual basis to support this assessment. 

SSA 1 told us that his first concern was that someone from inside the FBI 
had disclosed information to the media. He stated that there was a "paranoia with 
leaks" inside the FBI in light of recent problems with leaks, and that it seemed 

236 Yahoo News has reported that the author of the September 23 article relied on a "senior 
U.S. law enforcement official" for information. See "Yahoo News' Michael Isikoff Describes Crucial 
Meeting Cited in Nunes Memo,,, Yahoo News (February 2, 2018). 

237 Russian Roulette, at 227. 
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"foreign" that Steele-as would be involved in such a 
breach. However, SSA l's notes from a meeting on September 30 contain the 
following notation: "control issues-reports acknowledged in Yahoo News." We 
asked SSA 1 whether he was concerned at the time that there were control issues 
with Steele. He stated that he was concerned but that he was not sure that Steele 
was responsible for providing information to Yahoo News. In addition, he said he 
was focused on Steele's discussions with the State Department about his work with 
the FBI. 238 SSA 1 stated that an important objective of the planned meeting with 
Steele in early October was to obtain "exclusivity" in Steele's reporting relationship, 
meaning that Steele would provide his intelligence related to the election 
exclusively to the FBI. 

As we describe in Chapter Five, drafts of the Carter Page FISA application 
stated, until October 14, 2016, that Steele was responsible for the leak that led to 
the September 23 Yahoo News article. One of the drafts specifically stated that 
Steele "was acting on his/her own volition and has since been admonished by the 
FBI." In contrast, the final version of the first FISA application stated: 

Given that the information contained in the September 23rd News 
Article generally matches the information about Page that Source #1 
discovered during his/her research, the FBI assesses that Source #l's 
business associate or the law firm that hired the business associate 
likely provided this information to the press. The FBI also assesses 
that whoever gave the information to the press stated that the 
information was provided by a 'well-placed Western intelligence 
source.' The FBI does not believe that Source #1 directly provided this 
information to the Press. 

The OI Attorney told us that at some point during the drafting process, the 
FBI assured him that Steele had not spoken with Yahoo News because the source 
was "a professional." As we discuss in greater detail in Chapter Five, no one at the 
FBI or the National Security Division (NSD) was able to explain to us the source of 
the information that resulted in, or supported, either the draft language that 
existed until October 14 or the final language regarding the Yahoo News article. 

Steele told us that he did not recall the FBI ever asking him whether he was 
the source for the Yahoo News story, no one from the FBI recalled having asked 
Steele if he was the source of the Yahoo News story, and we found no documentary 
evidence to suggest that Steele had ever been asked this question by the FBI. As 
described in Chapters Seven and Eight, even after receiving additional information 
about Steele's media contacts, the Crossfire Hurricane team did not change the 
language in any of the three renewal applications regarding the FBI's assessment of 
Steele's role ln the September 23 article. 

238 SSA 1 had been forwarded an email on September 30 from the State Department's Bureau 
of European and Eurasian Affairs indicating that senior staff there, including Assistant Secretary 
Nuland, were aware of a planned meeting between Steele and the FBI in early October in a European 
city, and that FBI officials from Headquarters were flying to Europe to participate in the meeting. 
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F. The FBI's Early October Meeting with Steele 

Handling Agent 1 told us that he took the lead in organizing the logistics for a 
meeting in early October between Steele and members of the Crossfire Hurricane 
team in a European city. An Acting Section Chief from CD (Acting Section Chief 1), 
Case Agent 2, and the Supervisory Intel Analyst, attended the meeting for the 
Crossfire Hurricane team. Case Agent 2 had extensive experience in 
counterintelligence and managing CHSs, including previously holding a supervisory 
training position where he provided instruction on those topics. The Supervisory 
Intel Analyst was one of the FBI's leading experts on Russia. 

Case Agent 2 and SSA 1 told the OIG that the FBI had several objectives for 
the meeting, the most important of which were learning about Steele's source 
network; persuading Steele to work collaboratively with the Crossfire Hurricane 
team in the future; and, as noted above, obtaining assurances from Steele that he 
would provide the intelligence that the FBI was seeking exclusively to the FBI. 
According to Case Agent 2, the task for him was a difficult one because he was 
asking Steele-an experienced intelligence professional-to reveal how he gathered 
intelligence. Case Agent 2 stated that he needed to be careful to avoid use of 
heavy~handed tactics that would cause Steele to walk out. We also were told by 
Case Agent 2 that the team's primary objectives for the meeting came from 
discussions he had with Strzok and SSA 1. Strzok said that he discussed the goals 
of the early October meeting with the team and recalled attending meetings where 
taskings for Steele were discussed in anticipation of the meeting. However, Strzok 
said he was not involved in developing the taskings and left that effort to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team. He also stated that he was not asked to authorize the 
team's taskings for Steele. SSA 1 said that the team had specific objectives for the 
early October meeting with Steele and that he provided guidance to the team 
before they left, but he did not recall his specific instructions. SSA 1 stated that he 
trusted Case Agent 2, Acting Section Chief 1, and the Supervisory Intel Analyst to 
do their job when meeting with Steele. 

The meeting was set for early October. According to Handling Agent 1, 
Steele contacted him three days prior to the meeting and advised Handling Agent 1 
that Steele had previously shared the reports he had given to the FBI with then 
State Department official Jonathan Winer. Handling Agent 1 said that Steele also 
informed him that Winer was aware of the upcoming FBI meeting in October. 

Handling Agent 1 stated that the Crossfire Hurricane team arrived in the 
European city the day before the meeting and that he conferred with them about 
Steele.239 Handling Agent 1 said he recalled providing advice to the team to ask 
Steele "anything and everything .... Don't hold back." Handling Agent 1 also 
remembered that at least one member of the team asked Handling Agent 1 if 
Steele had said anything about the Yahoo News article. Handling Agent 1 said that 
he responded "no" and that he was not familiar with the article in question. 

239 After reviewing this report, the Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that he believed that the 
Crossfire Hurricane team arrived in the European city the morning of the meeting with Steele. 
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Handling Agent 1 also recalled the team discussing that the State Department was 
aware of the Steele reporting and that the team would need to discuss that with 
Steele. 240 Handling Agent 1 told us that he advised the team that Steele had 
contacted Jonathan Winer at the State Department. Case Agent 2 said that 
Handling Agent 1 did not mention to him that Steele had possible connections to 
Russian Oligarch 1 and that he would have wanted to know that information 
because it could have indicated that Steele was being used in a Russian "controlled 
operation" to influence perceptions (i.e., a disinformation campaign). Handling 
Agent 1 did not recall if he told the Crossfire Hurricane team about Steele's 
connection to Russian Oligarch 1; however, he said he did inform the team that 
Steele collected intelligence on Russian oligarchs and had tried to arrange meetings 
between the FBI and Russian oligarchs. 

The day of the meeting, Handling Agent 1 met with Steele prior to 
introducing him to the Crossfire Hurricane team and explained to Steele that he 
would be asked questions about his source network. Handling Agent 1 said that he 
encouraged Steele to be forthcoming with the Crossfire Hurricane team. Handling 
Agent 1 told the OIG that he attended the meeting but that Case Agent 2 did the 
majority of the talking for the FBI with the Supervisory Intel Analyst asking 
questions primarily about the source network. 

The meeting lasted approximately 2.5 to 3 hours, according to the 
Supervisory Intel Analyst. According to Case Agent 2's written summary of the 
meeting, Case Agent 2 provided Steele with a "general overview" of the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation, which included a description of events involving 
Papadopoulos and the Friendly Foreign Government (FFG) information that 
furnished the predication for the investigation. Case Agent 2's written summary 
also states that Case Agent 2 informed Steele that Papadopoulos's actions had 
resulted in a "small analytical effort" that had expanded to include Manafort, Flynn, 
and Carter Page. 

Case Agent 2 told the OIG that he informed Steele that the FBI was 
interested in obtaining information in "3 buckets." According to Case Agent 2's 
written summary of the meeting, as well as the Supervisory Intel Analyst's notes, 
these 3 buckets were: 

(1) Additional intelligence/reporting on specific, named individuals 
(such as [Page] or [Flynn]) involved in facilitating the Trump 
campaign-Russian relationship; 241 (2) Physical evidence of specific 
individuals involved in facilitating the Trump campaign-Russian 
relationship (such as emails, photos, ledgers, memorandums etc); 
[and] (3) Any individuals or sub sources who (Steele] could identify 

240 According to Case Agent 2's written summary of the meeting with Steele in early October, 
Steele disclosed to the participants that he was furnishing Information to the State Department "to 
ensure that the information was reaching the proper elements of the [U .s. government]." 

241 The written summary used codenames to identify Page and Flynn. 
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who could serve as cooperating witnesses to assist in identifying 
persons involved in the Trump campaign-Russian relationship. 242 

Case Agent 2's written summary of the meeting also indicates that Case Agent 2 
explained that the FBI was willing to compensate Steele "significantly" for 
information concerning the "3 buckets" and that Steele would be paid $15,000 for 
his trip to the European city for the early October meeting.243 

Case Agent 2 told the OIG that Steele sat throughout the meeting with his 
arms folded and he could tell from Steele's body language that he was "going to be 
difficult to handle." According to Case Agent 2, Steele was not "excited" to hear 
what information the FBI was hoping to obtain, and Case Agent 2's notes indicate 
that Steele was "caught off guard" with the tasking request. Case Agent 2 stated 
that Steele was focused instead during the meeting on candidate Trump and 
recalled that Steele responded to the "3 buckets" by stating "maybe I can go back 
to the hotel [in Russia] and get the manager for you to meet to talk about the 
prostitutes being there." 

Notes taken by Case Agent 2 and the Supervisory Intel Analyst show that 
Steele provided some information during the meeting about his source network and 
furnished several other names that could be of interest to the FBI. For example, 
Steele identified a sub-source (Person 1) who Steele said was in direct contact with 
Steele's primary source {Primary Sub-source).244 The notes further reflect that 
Steele described some of Person l's reporting but caveated this information by 
explaining that Person 1 is a "boaster" and "egotist" and "may engage in some 
embellishment." As described in Chapters Five and Eight, the FBI did not provide 
this description of Person 1 to NSD's Office of Intelligence (OI) for inclusion in the 
Carter Page FISA applications despite relying on Person 1 's information to establish 
probable cause in the applications. 

The Supervisory Intel Analyst's notes also indicate that Steele explained that 
the information he obtained about Carter Page resulted from research he had been 
retained to conduct related to a litigation matter concerning debts allegedly owed 
by Paul Manafort. 245 

242 The FBI advised the OIG that the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was a national security 
investigation[ and these activities therefore involved. national security ■ CHS operationsl 

243 As we discuss below, after the FBI learned in November that Steele had disclosed 
information to Mother Jones in late October 2016, the FBI declined to make this payment. 

244 Person 1 

245 At the time, according to FBI records that we reviewed, Manafort was involved in litigation 
with Russian Oligarch 1, and Steele had a relationship with one or more of the attorneys representing 
Russian Oligarch l. In his interview with the OIG, Steele denied that his reporting on Carter Page 
resulted from work he performed on Russian Oligarch l's behalf. Steele described as ~ridiculous" any 
claim that Russian Oligarch 1 was involved in his reporting or influenced it. 
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Lastly, Steele provided the name of a Russian national, who he said may 
have connections with a Russian energy company, and who Steele claimed may be 
acting as Carter Page's possible "handler" for Russian intelligence. As noted in 
Chapter Three, Carter Page previously had a relationship with another U.S. 
government agency; Page had provided that agency with information on the same 
Russian national that Steele reported was Page's possible handler. According to an 
Assistant Legal Attache. ALAT 2 , Steele's alle ations about the Russian national 

were investigated ■■-•■■■■■■--■■■--■■■, but no information was uncovered to substantiate the allegations. 246 

We were told by the Crossfire Hurricane team members that Steele refrained 
from providing the level of detail about his source network that the FBI had hoped 
to obtain. Steele told the team members that he did not want to Identify his 
sources because he was concerned about their safety and security. He explained 

that he was ii■llil■■••········••■■■•Primary Sub-source, and that due to leaks, his source network was "drying up." According to Case 
Agent 2, Steele complained to the FBI during the meeting about these leaks. 

We were also told by Case Agent 2 that Steele did not disclose information 
about the identity of Fusion GPS's client, a law firm which was funding Steele's 
work due to a confidentiality agreement that prevented him from sharing that 
information. 247 We asked Steele what he told the FBI during the meeting about his 
client. He said that his notes from the meeting, which he told us he prepared two 
days after the meeting, and are dated that day, were the best source for that 
information. We reviewed Steele's notes, which show that Steele stated during the 
meeting that Simpson was an "intermediary" and that Simpson had been retained 
by "people seeking to prevent Trump becoming President." The notes did not 
reflect that any additional information had been provided by Steele during the 
meeting regarding the identity of Fusion GPS's client. Steele told us that the FBI 
did not press him to identify Fusion GPS's client. 

During the meeting, Case Agent 2 said he advised Steele of the need to 
establish an exclusive reporting relationship with the FBI concerning the information 
that he was being tasked to collect. Case Agent 2 drafted an Electronic 

246 Steele also reiterated some of the information in his election reporting identified other U.S. 
persons that he believed may be involved in or have knowledge of Russia and Trump connections. 
Additionally, he told the FBI that he was personal friends with a Trump family member and that the 
FBI may become aware of email communications concerning their friendship. Steele stated that he 
could not see the Trump family member being involved in any nefarious activities concerning the 
Trump-Russia matter. 

247 On October 14, 2016, Case Agent 2 wrote in an email to SSA 1, Case Agent 1, the Intel 
Section Chief, and Strzok, among others stating that Handling Agent 1 did not believe Steele knew the 
identity of the Fusion GPS client which was responsible for funding Steele's work. As we described in 
Section II.8. above, Steele told Handling Agent 1 in July that he did not know the precise identity of 
the client; however, it is unclear whether Handling Agent 1 subsequently asked Steele whether he had 
acquired that information. Handling Agent l told us that he did not "continually ask" Steele about the 
firm's identity after his meeting with Steele on July 5, 2016. 
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Communication (EC) following the early October meeting that was serialized into 
the Crossfire Hurricane case file and described the FBI request for exclusivity: 

[TJhe CHS was admonished that if the CHS and FBI were going to 
have a reporting relationship regarding specific items of interest to the 
CROSSFIRE HURRICANE team (i.e., [Manafort] and [Page]), that the 
CHS must have an exclusive reporting relationship with the FBI, rather 
than providing that information to the clients that hired the CHS's firm 
to provide reporting on Trump and [Manafort]. 

Recollections of the Crossfire Hurricane team members who attended the 
meeting varied about Steele's response to this request, except all agreed that 
Steele did not affirmatively disagree with it. Handling Agent 1 told us that Steele 
was told at the meeting "you do not talk to anybody else including anybody else in 
the United States government" about information Steele collected for the three 
buckets and that Steele agreed. Handling Agent 1 said that Steele left him with the 
impression that he would assist the FBI following the meeting and would abide by 
the FBI's instruction on exclusivity, and that he "did not buy for one second" the 
notion that Steele was not a CHS at this time with an obligation to follow FBI 
instructions. The Supervisory Intel Analyst said he could not recall Steele's 
response, but said that by the end of the meeting he was left with the impression 
that Steele would abide by the FBI's request. He further stated that, if Steele had 
rejected the FBI's request, it would have been documented. Case Agent 2 said that 
Steele never committed to share information regarding the "3 buckets" exclusively 
with the FBI. According to Case Agent 2, Steele's response instead was that he 
would consider ways to help the FBI. 

Steele told us that the FBI indicated at the meeting In early October that the 
FBI wanted to take over the "election project" and control it, alternatively 
describing the FBI's actions as an attempt to get Steele to convert a "Pipeline 1" 
project into a "Pipeline 2" project. Steele recalled that, in response, he made it 
clear that was not going to happen because he was obligated to his client and was 
"not dumping the client" in favor of the FBI. He stated, however, that he wanted to 
be as helpful to the FBI as he could. According to Steele, the FBI accepted his 
position though they requested that he not share his election intelligence with other 
U.S. government agencies or with third-party clients (other than the client that 
retained him initially). Steele said he did not know whether he agreed to this 
request and pointed out that his notes from the meeting do not reflect his 
response. 248 We asked whether he would have recorded a response in the notes if 
he had rejected the request. He responded "yes," and said the lack of a response 
in his notes suggested he did not agree or disagree. 

We asked Handling Agent 1 and members of the Crossfire Hurricane team 
whether it was realistic for the FBI to expect that Steele would abide by the FBI's 
request given that his consulting firm had been retained by a paying client to 
perform this work. Handling Agent 1 told us that he thought it was realistic 

, 4e The notes that Steele made available to the OIG to review, which Steele told us he 
prepared two days after the meeting, were consistent with his testimony to the OIG. 
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because Steele "was now being offered compensation to go forward from the United 
States government." Acting Section Chief 1 said he was not sure at the time how 
realistic the request was because he did not know how many clients Steele had, 
though he "rationalized" that given Steele's intelligence background his business 
probably "was wide to a lot of audiences" and he could afford to have an exclusive 
reporting relationship with the FBI on certain issues. 

We also asked the FBI team members who attended whether there was any 
discussion during the meeting about the September 23 Yahoo News article. Case 
Agent 2 told the OIG that he could not remember asking Steele about the Yahoo 
News article during the meeting, and that he was more focused on getting Steele to 
"play ball." The Supervisory Intel Analyst also said he did not recall Steele being 
asked whether he was a source of the Yahoo News article. Handling Agent 1 stated 
that he could not recall if the article was raised during the meeting with Steele. 
According to Steele, he did not recall any discussion of the media during the early 
October meeting, and none was reflected in his notes. Steele further told us that if 
the issue of the media had been raised he would have recorded it in his notes given 
that he already had met with media groups in September. 

According to the Crossfire Hurricane team members, the outcome of the 
early October meeting was less than desired. Case Agent 2 said he could not recall 
Steele agreeing to anything during the meeting. Both Case Agent 2 and the 
Supervisory Intel Analyst told the OIG that, although Steele continued to provide 
written reports to Handling Agent 1 after the meeting, Steele did not provide 
information specifically addressing the "3 buckets."249 Case Agent 2 also expressed 
skepticism after the meeting as to whether Steele would abide by the FBI's request 
for exclusivity in his reporting. In response to an inquiry in mid-October from the 
OI Attorney who was drafting the first Carter Page FISA application, about whether 
Steele was refraining from providing information to Simpson that was relevant to 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, Case Agent 2 responded in an email that "we 
need to be realistic about that." Case Agent 2 wrote: 

We made a good faith effort and admonished the CHS [at the early 
October meeting} that any further information that s/he developed in 
regard to our subjects, Page[,] Manafort, Papadopoulos, Flynn should 
be exclusively provided to the FBI for further evaluation. Whether or 
not that happens remains to be seen. 

Handling Agent 1 told us that after the early October meeting Steele failed to 
abide by the FBI's instructions when he continued to meet with the media and the 
State Department about issues over which the FBI had sought to establish an 
exclusive reporting relationship at the early October meeting. According to 
Handling Agent 1, while Steele appeared to follow the directions of Fusion GPS, he 
did not treat his other client - the FBI - fairly. According to Handling Agent 1, if 
Steele "had been straight with the FBI," he would not have been closed as a CHS. 
Handling Agent 1 added that it "blew his mind" that, given Steele's intelligence 

249 As we describe below, Steele did provide some limited information in mid-October 2016 
concerning Carter Page. 

113 



10568

286 

background, Steele was meeting with the press and taking actions that endangered 
the safety of those in his source network. Case Agent 2 told the OIG that he 
thought it was "terrible" for Steele to complain to the FBI about leaks during the 
early October meeting given that he had been meeting with media outlets in 
September and had provided information that was used in the Yahoo News article. 
According to Case Agent 2, in hindsight, "[c]learly he wasn't truthful with us. 
Clearly." 

We asked Steele whether during the early October meeting he lied or 
otherwise misled the FBI. He responded "no" and that he did not believe he ever 
lied to the FBI. 

G. FBI Disclosures to Steele during the Early October Meeting 

In addition to inquiring about Steele's conduct at the early October meeting, 
we also asked whether the Crossfire Hurricane team members provided too much 
information to Steele during the meeting, including classified information. 
According to Case Agent 2's written summary of the meeting, Case Agent 2 
provided Steele with a "general overview" of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, 
which included a description of events involving Papadopoulos and the FFG, which 
furnished the predication for the investigation. Case Agent 2's written summary 
also states that Case Agent 2 informed Steele that Papadopoulos's actions had 
resulted in a "small analytical effort" that had expanded to include Manafort, Flynn, 
and Page. 25° FBI attendees at the meeting confirmed that Case Agent 2 led the 
discussion on these points, though Case Agent 2 told us that his written summary 
does not present the actual words he used in his explanations to Steele. The 
contents of both the "analytical effort" and the FFG's notice to the U.S. government 
are classified. 

Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that he agreed it was peculiar that Case Agent 
2 gave Steele an overview of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, including 
providing names of persons related to the investigation. As an example, Handling 
Agent 1 explained that during the FIFA investigation he never informed Steele that 
the FBI was investigating FIFA. The Supervisory Intel Analyst told the OIG that he 
was concerned that Case Agent 2 had divulged too much information to Steele and 
that he notified his supervisor about his concern upon returning to Washington D.C. 

250 The relevant text from Case Agent 2's summary reads: 

The CHS was then given a general overview of the FBI's CROSSFIRE HURRICANE 
investigation and told that it was a small cell that was exploring a small piece of the 
overall problem of Russian interference in the U.S. Electoral process. CHS was 
advised that the CH team was made aware of (Papadopou!os's] May 2016 comments 
in the U.K ln late July by a friendly foreign service and that [Papadopoulos] had 
predicated a small analytical effort that eventually expanded to include [Manafort, 
Flynn, and Page]. CHS advised that he was not aware of [Papadopoulos]. 
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The Supervisory Intel Analyst stated that he was concerned that Case Agent 2 had 
shared names as well as information related to the FFG information. 251 

Case Agent 2 said that he believed he had authority from CD to discuss 
classified information with Steele, though he agreed that in the "heat of the 
moment" he made a mistake and provided more information than he should have 
provided about the role of the FFG. He explained that his disclosure resulted from 
"trying In good faith to accomplish the mission." He stated that he remembered 
telling Steele that the FBI was investigating possible Russian penetrations of the 
Trump campaign but did not recall telling Steele that Papadopoulos, Manafort, 
Flynn, and Page were being investigated by the FBI. Rather, he recalled asking for 
information about those persons in light of press coverage that they had received. 
Steele told us that he did not believe the Crossfire Hurricane team members told 
him whether there was an open investigation on those persons. Case Agent 2 
further stated that there was no effort on his part to conceal what he had said to 
Steele from his supervisors. After the meeting concluded, Case Agent 2 circulated 
a written summary of the meeting that included a description of the information he 
provided to Steele. Acting Section Chief 1 also attended the meeting in the 
European city and did not object at the time or afterwards to Case Agent 2's 
conduct. 

We asked Case Agent 2's supervisors-Strzok and Priestap-about the 
information that the Crossfire Hurricane team communicated to Steele and whether 
Case Agent 2 had been authorized to disclose classified information during the early 
October meeting. 252 Priestap said that he did not recall being briefed beforehand 
about what information the team intended to convey to Steele. He explained, 
however, that given Steele's background in intelligence work, it was necessary to 
provide him with sufficient contextual information to understand the taskings. 
Priestap also said that there is an "art" to deciding how much Information to convey 
to a CHS so that the CHS can be effective without divulging the sensitive details of 
an investigation. Strzok stated that he did not recall authorizing Case Agent 2 to 
disclose the specific information presented in Case Agent 2's written summary 
though Strzok said he recalled genera! discussions with the Crossfire Hurricane 
team members who were meeting with Steele about how much information to 
share with Steele. Strzok explained that "(y]ou provide as much information as 
needed to give effective direction, and as little as possible to compartment and 
protect what we're doing." After reading Case Agent 2's written summary of the 
information he presented to Steele, both Prlestap and Strzok said that it appeared 
that Case Agent 2 provided more information than was necessary to Steele. 

251 Steele informed Simpson about the content of the discussions during the early October 
meeting, including that the FBI had information from "an internal Trump campaign source" that 
corroborated Steele's reporting, according to Simpson's testimony to the Senate Judiciary Committee. 
Simpson Senate Testimony, at 175. 

252 FBI Security staff told us that the Assistant Director for CD can authorize the disclosure of 
classified information. We found that the CHS Policy Guide (CHSPG) does not address the disclosure 
of sensitive or classified information to CHSs and that the FBI has not otherwise developed guidance 
on the issue. 
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H. Steele's Reporting to the FBI Following the Early October 
Meeting and Continuing Media Contacts 

Steele continued to furnish the FBI with written reports following the early 
October meeting. Handling Agent 1 told us that he became a "middleman" between 
Steele and the Crossfire Hurricane team and forwarded Steele's reports to the 
team. According to Handling Agent l's records, during October 2016, Steele 
communicated with him four times and provided seven written reports, one of 
which concerned Carter Page and thus was responsive to the FBI's request for 
information concerning Page's activities. 253 

On October 19, 2016, Steele also forwarded to Handling Agent 1 a report 
that Steele said he had obtained from State Department official Jonathan Winer. 
Steele included a notation on the report explaining that Winer had been given the 
report by a friend of a well-known Clinton supporter, and that the friend had 
obtained the report from a Turkish businessman with strong links to Russia, 
including the Federal Security Service of the Russian Federation {FSB).254 The 
report included numerous allegations attributed to an FSB source, including that (1) 
a "'pervasive' and 'sophisticated' intelligence operation" was focused in part on 

253 These seven reports, with selected highlights, were: 

• Report 130 (Putin and his colleagues were surprised and disappointed that leaks of 
Clinton's emails had not had a greater impact on the campaign; a stream of hacked 
Clinton material had been injected by the Kremlin into compliant western media 
outlets like WikiLeaks and the stream would continue until the election); 

• Re Ort 

• Report 134 (a close associate of Rosneft President Sechin confirmed a secret meeting 
with Carter Page in July; Sechin was keen to have sanctions on the company lifted and 
offered up to a 19 percent stake in return); 

• Report 135 (Trump attorney Michael Cohen was heaVily engaged in a cover up and 
damage control in an attempt to prevent the full details of Trump's relationship with 
Russia being exposed; Cohen had met secretly with several Russian Presidential 
Administration Legal Department officials; immediate issues were efforts to contain 
further scandals Involving Manafort's commercial and political role in Russia/Ukraine 
and to limit damage from the exposure of Carter Page's secret meetings with Russian 
leadership figures in Moscow the previous month); 

• Report 136 {Kremlin insider reports that Cohen's secret meeting/s with Kremlin 
officials in August 2016 was/were held in Prague); 

• Re ort 

and 

254 According to open source reporting, the FSB serves as Russia's domestic intelligence and 
security service that retains a broad mission of counterintelligence, counterterrorism, cyber defense, 
border security, and economic security, in addition to overseeing Russia's vast technical monitoring 
system known as SORM. 
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Trump and was an "open secret" in Putin's government; (2) sex videos existed of 
Trump; and (3) the FSB funneled payments to Trump through an Azerbaijani 
family. According to Steele's notation to the report, Steele did not have a way to 
verify the source(s) or the information but noted that, even though the reporting 
originated from a different source network, some of it was "remarkably similar" to 
Steele's reporting, especially with regard to the alleged 2013 Ritz Carlton incident 
involving Trump and prostitutes, Trump's compromise by the FSB, and the 
Kremlin's funding of the Trump campaign by way of the Azerbaijani family. The 
Supervisory Intel Analyst characterized the report as "yet another report that would 
need to be evaluated." 

In addition to continuing to provide reporting to the FBI, Steele also was, 
unbeknownst to the FBI at the time, continuing his outreach to the media 
concerning alleged contacts between the Trump campaign and the Russian 
government. According to information from the foreign litigation noted above, 
Steele returned to Washington, D.C., in mid-October and provided additional 
briefings to The New York Times, The Washington Post, and Yahoo News. We 
asked Steele why he did not advise the FBI of his engagements with the media. He 
stated that he did not alert the FBI because the media briefings were part of his 
contract with Fusion GPS and were set up and attended by Simpson. As noted 
above, Steele did not believe that the FBI had raised the issue of media contacts 
with him at the early October meeting, and his contemporaneous notes from that 
meeting do not mention the issue. 

Further, Steele met on October 11 at the State Department with Winer and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary Kathleen Kavalec, who was a deputy to then Assistant 
Secretary Victoria Nuland. Steele told us that Winer had originally contacted him to 
request that he meet with Nuland, who ultimately did not attend.255 Notes of the 
meeting taken by State Department staff reflect that Steele addressed a wide array 
of topics during the meeting, including: 

• Derogatory information on Trump; 

• Manafort's role as a "go-between" with the campaign and Kremlin; 

• The role of Alfa Bank, one of Russia's largest privately owned banks, 
as a conduit for secret communications between Manafort and the 
Kremlin; 

• Manafort's debts to the Russians; 

• Carter Page's meeting with Sechin; 

• The Russian Embassy's management of a network of Russian emigres 
in the United States who carry out hacking and recruiting operations; 
and 

255 Steele told us that he was delayed from the airport and arrived late for the meeting, by 
which time Nuland had departed. 
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• The Russian cyber penetration of the DNC. 256 

The notes also indicate that Steele explained that the information his firm collected 
on the connection between Trum and Russia came from 

also state that 

We asked Kavalec about the meeting with Steele. She stated that Nuland did 
not ask to meet with Steele and that Nuland requested she attend the meeting 
because Nuland did not want to devote time to it. It was Kavalec's understanding 
that Steele sought the meeting with Nuland as part of a wider effort to disseminate 
his election report findings to persons in Washington, D.C. She stated that during 
the meeting Steele expressed frustration that the FBI had not acted on his 
reporting and explained that when he first offered information to the FBI he found a 
lack of interest. 

Kavalec told us that shortly after the meeting with Steele, she encountered 
the FBI's liaison to the State Department and mentioned the meeting to him. 
According to Kavalec, she explained to the liaison that she was willing to be 
interviewed by the FBI regarding her meeting with Steele, though Steele had 
informed her that he had already been in contact with the FBI to share his 
reporting. The FBI liaison told us that Kavalec also informed him that a particular 
piece of information in Steele's reporting appeared to be incorrect. She explained 
to the FBI liaison that Russia did not have a consulate in Miami as indicated by 
Steele's reporting, which claimed that a cyber-hacking operation was being run, ln 
part, out of the Russian consulate in Miami.257 The FBI liaison informed SSA 1 and 
Case Agent 1 via email on November 18 that Kavalec had met with Steele, she had 
taken notes of their meeting, the liaison could obtain information from Kavalec 
about the meeting, and, according to Kavalec, the information from Steele's 
reporting about a Russian consulate being located in Miami was inaccurate.258 The 

256 Much of the information presented by Steele at the State Department briefing can be 
found in Reports 130 and 132, both of which Steele provided to the FBI in October. 

257 Kava!ec's typed notes from Steele's October 11, 2016 briefing stated that Steele told her 
that a Russian cyber hacking operation targeting the 2016 U.S. elections was making payments to 
involved persons from "the Russian [c]onsulate in Miami." Steele's election Report 95 contained 
similar, but not fully consistent, information. Report 95 did not explicitly state that there was a 
Russian consulate in Miami. Instead, Report 95 stated that Russian consular officials and diplomatic 
staff in Miami were making payments in order to facilitate a secret exchange of intelligence between 
persons affiliated with Trump and the Russian government. 

2511 After reviewing a portion of our draft: report and his November 18, 2016 email to SSA 1 
and Case Agent 1, the FBI liaison told us that he believes that he first learned about Kavalec's meeting 
with Steele on or about November 18, 2016. 
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FBI liaison told us that he received no directives from the Crossfire Hurricane team 
to gather information from Kavalec regarding her contact with Steele. 

In anticipation of an FBI interview, Kavalec said she prepared a typewritten 
summary of the meeting within 1 to 2 weeks after talking with the liaison. The 
typed summary began by noting that Steele said at the meeting that he had 
undertaken the investigation "at the behest of an institution he declined to identify 
that had been hacked." The summary also noted that Steele told the attendees 
that the "institution .. .is keen to see this information come to light prior to November 
8." However, the FBI did not interview Kavalec nor did they seek her notes. 

Two days after the meeting with Steele, Kavalec emailed an FBI CD Section 
Chief a document that Kavalec received from Winer discussing allegations about a 
linkage between Alfa Bank and the Trump campaign, a topic that was discussed at 
the October 11 meeting.259 Kavalec advised the FBI Section Chief in the email that 
the information related to an investigation that Steele's firm had been conducting. 
The Section Chief forwarded the document to SSA 1 the same day. 

We asked Steele why he did not inform the FBI of the meeting at the State 
Department and why he did not abide by the FBI's request for exclusivity. He said 
he did not think it was appropriate to tum down a meeting request from an 
Assistant Secretary of State, which he said he received on short notice. He also 
stated that, at the time he received the meeting request, the meeting agenda was 
unclear, and he was uncertain what topics he would be asked to discuss. He said it 
was his understanding that the FBI did not object to his discussing general themes 
with other agencies as opposed to "details11 about his intelligence and source 
network. 

Handling Agent 1 told us that he believed Steele should have alerted him to 
both his media contacts in September and October and his meeting with State 
Department staff in October. As noted above, the Crossfire Hurricane team first 
learned of Steele's October meeting with the State Department from the FBI liaison 
on November 18, by which date the FBI had already closed Steele as a CHS 
because of his Mother Jones disclosure, which we discuss in Chapter Six. Handling 
Agent 1 explained that Steele should have recognized the need to provide this 
notice to the FBI, especially given the discussions that took place with the Crossfire 
Hurricane team in early October. 

259 Steele separately wrote in Report 112, dated September 14, 2016, that Alfa Bank 
allegedly had close ties to Putin. The Crossfire Hurricane team received Report 112 on or about 
November 6, 2016, from a Mother Jones journalist through then FBI General Counsel James Baker. 
Additionally, Ohr advised the FBI on November 21, 2016, according to an FBI FO-302, that Steele had 
told Ohr that the Alfa Bank server was a link to the Trump campaign and that Person 1 's 
Russia/American organization in the U.S. had used the Alfa Bank server two weeks prior. Steele told 
us that the information about Alfa Bank was not generated by Orbis. The FBI investigated whether 
there were cyber links between the Trump Organization and Alfa Bank, but had concluded by early 
February 2017 that there were no such links. The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that he factored 
the Alfa Bank/Trump server allegations into his assessment of Steele's reporting. 
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In the next chapter we describe the first Carter Page FISA application, filed 
on October 21, 2016, which relied significantly on Steele's reporting. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
THE FIRST APPLICATION FOR fISA AUTHORITY ON CARTER 

PAGE 

At the request of the FBI, the Department filed four applications with the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) seeking FISA authority to conduct 
electronic surveillance 1rgeting Carter Page: the first 
application on October 21, 2016, and three renewal applications on January 12, 
April 7, and June 29, 2017. A different FISC judge considered each application and 
issued the requested orders, collectively resulting in approximately 11 months of 
FISA coverage targeting Carter Page from October 21, 2016, to September 22, 
2017. 

In this chapter, we describe the first of the four FISA applications, beginning 
with the early consideration of a potential FISA targeting Carter Page in August 
2016, shortly after the FBI opened the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, and the 
FBI's eventual submission of a FISA request to the Office of Intelligence (OI) in the 
National Security Division (NSD) in September 2016, a few days after the Crossfire 
Hurricane team received Christopher Steele's reporting. We discuss the significance 
of the Steele reporting to the decision of FBI attorneys to proceed with the FISA 
request. We also describe the development of the first FISA application and the 
attention it received during the review and approval process from the FBI, 01, NSD 
management, and the Office of the Deputy Attorney General (ODAG). We further 
describe the filing of the read copy with the FISC, the feedback OI received from 
the court, revisions made to the application to address that feedback, and the last 
steps taken before the final application was filed and the orders were issued. These 
last steps included the completion of the Woods Procedures described in Chapter 
Two, then FBI Director James Corney's certification of the application, and the oral 
briefing provided to, and final approval given by, then Deputy Attorney General 
(DAG) Sally Yates. Finally, we describe the most significant instances in which 
information in the FISA application was inaccurately stated, incomplete at the time 
the application was filed, or unsupported by documentation in the Woods File. 

I. Decision to seek FISA Authority 

A. Early Consideration of a Potential FISA 

As described in Chapter Three, on August 10, 2016, under the umbrella of 
Crossfire Hurricane, FBI Headquarters opened a new full counterintelligence 
investigation on Carter Page. The pre-existing counterintelligence case on Page 
was then transferred from the FBI's New York Field Office (NYFO} to FBI 
Headquarters and merged into the new case. At about the same time, the Crossfire 
Hurricane team began planning for Confidential Human Source (CHS} operations 
(discussed later in this chapter and in Chapter Ten) targeting Carter Page and 
George Papadopoulos. Also at about the same time, the case agent assigned to the 
Carter Page investigation, Case Agent 1, contacted FBI's Office of the General 
Counsel (OGC) about the possibility of seeking FISA authority targeting Carter Page 
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to conduct electronic surveillance . This was the first 
potential use of FISA authority considered by the Crossfire Hurricane team. 

The Crossfire Hurricane team told us that the proposal for FISA coverage 
targeting Carter Page originated from the team, not an instruction from 
management. The team also told us that its interest in obtaining a FISA was based 
upon Page's prior contacts with known Russian intelligence officers, which the team 
believed made him most receptive to receiving the offer of assistance from the 
Russians reported in the FFG information (described in Chapter Three) provided to 
the FBI in late July 2016. Case Agent 1 said that he had hoped that emails and 
other communications obtained through FISA electronic surveillance would help 
provide valuable information about what Page did while in Moscow in July 2016 and 
the Russian officials with whom he may have spoken. 

For these reasons, on August 15, 2016, Case Agent 1 emailed a written 
summary on Carter Page to the OGC Unit Chief, stating that he thought the 
information provided "a pretty solid basis" for requesting FISA authority. This 
summary, which a Staff Operations Specialist (SOS) prepared, briefly described 
Page's Russian business and financial ties, his prior contacts with Russian 
intelligence officers, and his recent travel to Russia. According to Case Agent 1, 
both he and the SOS believed that they had enough information to establish the 
probable cause necessary to request FISA authority on Carter Page. Case Agent 1 
told us that Page's contacts with known Russian intelligence officers ( described in 
Chapter Three) provided a "pretty good link" for a FISA. 

Later the same day, the OGC Unit Chief responded to Case Agent 1 with 
requests for additional information about what Page had previously told the FBI 
regarding his relationship with Russian intelligence officers in order to compare it 
with information the FBI had from other reporting sources. She said that this 
information would be helpful to determine whether Page had a clandestine 
relationship with Russia. The OGC Unit Chief added that she would reach out to her 
OI counterparts to get their thoughts, "but I think we'll need more for PC," meaning 
probable cause. 

The next day, on August 16, the OGC Unit Chief contacted Stuart Evans, then 
NSD's Deputy Assistant Attorney General with oversight responsibility over OI, 
stating: 

We have some facts which may lead to a FISA on one of our subjects­
mostly past contacts and connections to [Russian Intelligence 
Services] and a financial interest in [a] Russian-government controlled 
gas business. I don't think we're quite there yet, but given the 
sensitivity and urgency of this matter, I would like to get OI involved 
as early as possible. 

The OGC Unit Chief told Evans he had permission to brief a small group of OI 
attorneys into Crossfire Hurricane, including the Operations Section Chief, Gabriel 
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Sanz-Rexach; the Deputy Section Chief; the Counterintelligence Unit Chief (01 Unit 
Chief); and one line attorney.260 

The OGC Unit Chief and OGC Attorney assigned to assist the Crossfire 
Hurricane team met with the OI Unit Chief the same day to brief him on Crossfire 
Hurricane and the four individual subjects. During his OIG interview, the OI Unit 
Chief recalled that the OGC attorneys mentioned the possibility of seeking FISA 
authority targeting Carter Page, but he did not recall a decision being made at the 
meeting about whether to do so. 261 The OI Unit Chief said that, at the request of 
Evans, he advised OGC that the FBI would need to submit a formal FISA request 
before OI would begin the back-and-forth process with the FBI on a potential 
application. He told us that it was over a month later when OGC told him for the 
first time that the FBI was ready to move forward with the request. 

While FISA discussions were ongoing, on or about August 17, 2016, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team received information from another U.S. government 
agency relating to Page's prior relationship with that agency and prior contacts with 
Russian intelligence officers about which the agency was aware. We found that, 
although this information was highly relevant to the potential FISA application, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team did not engage with the other agency regarding this 
information until June 2017, just prior to the final Carter Page FISA renewal 
application.262 As we discuss later in this chapter, when Case Agent l was expllcitly 
asked in late September 2016 by the OI Attorney assisting on the FISA application 
about Page's prior relationship with this other agency, Case Agent 1 did not 
accurately describe the nature and extent of the information the FBI received from 
the other agency. 

Also in August, while FISA discussions were ongoing, the Crossfire Hurricane 
team conducted a consensually monitored meeting between an FBI CHS and Carter 
Page in an attempt to obtain information from Page about links between the Donald 
J. Trump for President Campaign and Russia. During the operation, which we 
describe in greater detail below, Page made statements to the CHS that would 
have, if true, contradicted the notion that Page was conspiring with Russia. Page 

260 OI's Operations Section is divided into three units: Counterintelligence, Counterterrorism, 
and Special Operations. Among other responsibilities, all three units prepare and file FISA applications 
with the FISC. Because the Carter Page investigation was a counterintelligence matter, the 
Counterintelligence Unit handled the Carter Page FISA applications. 

261 The OI Unit Chief did not recall providing specific feedback concerning a potential Carter 
Page FISA application during or in response to this meeting. He said they did not discuss at that time 
the specific information the Crossfire Hurricane team had to support a FISA application. He recalled 
only a general discussion about the case that included a heads up that they believed that at some 
later point they would want to move forward on a FISA request targeting Carter Page. The OGC Unit 
Chief and OGC Attorney told us they also did not recall the feedback from OI, if any, at this time. The 
OGC Attorney did not recall attending the meeting at all, even though the OI Unit Chief's meeting 
notes indicate he was present. 

262 We describe in Chapter Eight the circumstances surrounding the FBI's engagement with 
the other agency in June 2017 and the FBI's failure to include the information in the final FISA renewal 
application. 
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also made statements that contradicted the Steele reporting received by the team 
in September, in particular the assertion that Manafort was using Page as an 
intermediary with Russia. However, as we detail later in this chapter, we found no 
evidence the FBI made Page's statements from this CHS meeting available to OI or 
NSD until mid-June 2017. 

FBI documents reviewed by the OIG indicate that by late August 2016, Case 
Agent 1 had been told that he had not yet presented enough information to support 
a FISA application targeting Carter Page. Case Agent l's handwritten notes dated 
August 22, 2016 state: "Not there yet: OI" below a reference to a FISA request 
targeting Carter Page. 263 Case Agent 1 told us that he remembered being told that 
he had not yet presented enough information to support probable cause, but he 
could not recall whether OGC or OI, or both, had made that assessment. 

Handwritten notes taken by David Laufman, then Chief of NSD's 
Counterintelligence and Export Control Section (CES), indicate that on August 25, 
2016, FBI and NSD officials discussed the status of FISA coverage targeting Carter 
Page during a weekly Crossfire Hurricane meeting and that someone at the meeting 
conveyed that there was "[n]o FISA up on Page; currently no PC." Laufman told us 
that he did not remember who conveyed this information, but he thought it was 
probably one of the FBI officials in attendance, which included the OGC Unit Chief, 
the Section Chief of CD's Counterintelligence Analysis Section I (Intel Section 
Chief), and Assistant Director E.W. "Bill" Priestap. 

As discussed below, the FBI OGC Unit Chief contacted the NSD OI Unit Chief 
on September 21, 2016, two days after the Crossfire Hurricane team received six of 
Steele's reports, to advise that the FBI believed it was ready to submit a formal 
FISA request to OI. As the OGC Unit Chief stated in an October 19, 2016 email to 
members of the Crossfire Hurricane team, "we first raised the issue of [a] potential 
FISA [targeting Carter Page] early on-maybe the 2nd or 3rd week of the case. But 
we didn't have serious discussions until we got the actual [Steele} reports (maybe 
the day after?)." 

B. The FBI's Submission of a FISA Request Following Receipt of 
the Steele Reporting 

As described in Chapter Four, the Crossfire Hurricane team received the first 
set of Steele's reports on September 19, 2016. Upon receipt of these reports, the 
team immediately began the process of evaluating Steele and the Information he 
provided. For example, that same day, SSA 1 sent an email to Handling Agent 1 
and others, stating, "Our team is very interested in obtaining a source symbol 
number/source characterization statement and specifics on veracity of past 
reporting, motivations, last validation, how long on the books, how much paid to 

263 It is unclear whether Case Agent 1 took this note during a meeting or at some other time. 
Case Agent l told us that the team had regular discussions during this time period, but did not 
specifically recall this particular discussion. 
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date, etc." SSA 1 told us that he did not receive a response from Handling Agent 1 
to this email, and we did not find one during the course of our review. 

Also on September 19, the team began discussions with OGC to consider 
Steele's reporting as part of a FISA application targeting Carter Page. In an email 
to the OGC Unit Chief and OGC Attorney, the Supervisory Intelligence Analyst 
(Supervisory Intel Analyst) forwarded an excerpt from Steele's Report 94 
(described in more detail below} concerning Page's alleged secret meeting with Igor 
Divyekin in July 2016 and asked, "Does this put us at least *that* much closer to a 
full FISA on [Carter Page]?" (Emphasis in original). The Supervisory Intel Analyst 
told us that, earlier that day, he had researched information on Divyekin that 
"elevated" the significance of this particular allegation. He said that he wondered 
whether OGC would find that this information, along with the totality of the other 
information on Carter Page, brought them closer to probable cause on Page. 
Similarly, Case Agent 1 told us that the team's receipt of the reporting from Steele 
supplied missing information in terms of what Page may have been doing during his 
July 2016 visit to Moscow and provided enough information on Page's recent 
activities that Case Agent 1 thought would satisfy OI. 

Two days later, on September 21, the OGC Attorney and OGC Unit Chief 
requested a meeting with the OI Unit Chief to discuss, among other things, a 
potential FISA application targeting Carter Page. The OGC Unit Chief told the OIG 
that the receipt of the Steele reporting changed her mind on whether they could 
establish probable cause. She said that although there could be differing opinions, 
she thought it was a "close call" when they first discussed a FISA targeting Page in 
August, and that the Steele reporting in September "pushed it over" the line in 
terms of establishing probable cause. She explained that the Steele reporting 
presented information that Page had recent contact with the Russians and that this 
contact was consistent with the information received from the FFG that someone on 
the campaign had received an offer or suggestion of assistance from the Russians. 
She said that before the Steele reporting, the FBI did not have information 
concerning what Page's current activities with the Russians might have been or 
information suggesting a connection between Page and the FFG information. 
Similarly, the OGC Attorney told us that he thought probable cause was "probably 
50/50" before the Steele reporting; however, in his view, it was a combination of 
the Steele reporting, Carter Page's historical contacts with Russian intelligence 
officers, and statements Page made in October 2016 during a consensually 
monitored meeting with an FBI CHS (described later in this chapter and in Chapter 
Ten) just before the FISA application was filed with the court, that made the OGC 
Attorney comfortable about establishing probable cause.264 

264 We asked then Deputy Director Andrew McCabe about the testimony attributed to him in 
the January 18, 2018 House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence Memorandum from Majority 
Staff on Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act Abuses at the Department of Justice and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (HPSCI Majority Memorandum) that "Deputy Director McCabe testified before 
the Committee in December 2017 that no surveillance warrant would have been sought from the FISC 
without the Steele dossier information." see HPSCI Majority Memorandum at 3, declassified on 
February 2, 2018, and available at https://republicans-
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On September 21, the OGC attorneys met with the OI Unit Chief and 
described the reporting from Steele concerning Carter Page that the team had 
recently received. According to notes of the meeting, the OGC Attorney and OGC 
Unit Chief told the OI Unit Chief about the allegations contained in the Steele 
reporting that Page had a secret meeting with a high-level Russian official in July 
2016, that Page may have received a Russian dossier on Hillary Clinton, and that 
there was a "well-developed conspiracy" between associates of the Trump 
campaign and Russian leadership being managed, in part, by Carter Page. The OI 
Unit Chief told us that he recalled that the Steele reporting was "what kind of 
pushed it over the line" in terms of the FBI being ready to pursue FISA authority 
targeting Page. He recalled thinking that if the information bears out during the 
drafting process, there would probably be sufficient information to support a FISA 
application targeting Page. Conversely, he said that without the Steele reporting 
concerning Page, he would not have thought they could establish probable cause 
based on the other information the FBI presented at that time (Page's historical 
contacts with Russia). 

On September 22, the OI Unit Chief assigned a line attorney (OI Attorney) to 
work on the Carter Page FISA, and he and the OI Attorney met with the OGC Unit 
Chief to brief the OI Attorney into the case and discuss the essential points for the 
FISA. The same day, OGC submitted a FISA request form to OI providing, among 
other things, a description of the factual information to establish probable cause to 
believe that Carter Page was an agent of a foreign power, the "facilities" to be 
targeted under the proposed FISA coverage, and the FBI's investigative plan.265 

Case Agent 1 said he prepared the FISA request form, and the OGC Attorney said 
he may have provided a "very quick review" before sending it to OI. The OGC 
Attorney told us that the FISA request form was not as "robust" as it could have 
been because the FBI wanted to submit it to OI as soon as possible. 

The FISA request form drew almost entirely from Steele's reporting in 
describing the factual basis to establish probable cause to believe that Page was an 
agent of a foreign power, including the secret meeting between Carter Page and 
Divyekin alleged in Steele's Report 94 and the role of Page as an intermediary 
between Russia and the Trump campaign's then manager, Paul Manafort, in the 
"well-developed conspiracy" alleged in Steele's Report 95. The only additional 
information cited in the FISA request form to support a probable cause finding as to 
Page was (1) a statement that Page was a senior foreign policy advisor for the 

intelligence.house.gov/uploadedfiles/memo_and_white_house_letter.pdf (last accessed December 2, 
2019}. McCabe told us that he did not recall his exact testimony, but that his view was that the FBI 
would have "absolutely" sought FISA authority on Carter Page, even without the Steele reporting, 
based upon Page's historical interactions with known Russian intelligence officers and the fact that 
Page told known Russian intelligence officers about the FBI's knowledge of those interactions. 
However, McCabe also told us that he was not privy to the discussions that took place between 
attorneys in FBI OGC and Case Agent 1 on the sufficiency of the evidence to establish probable cause 
before the Crossfire Hurricane team received Steele's election reports. McCabe said he could not 
speculate as to whether the FBI would have been successful in obtaining FISA authority from the FISC 
without the inclusion of the Steele reporting. 

265 "Facilities" are 
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Trump campaign and had extensive ties to various state-owned or affiliated entities 
of the Russian Federation, (2) Papadopoulos's statement to the FFG in May 2016, 
and (3) open source articles discussing Trump campaign policy positions 
sympathetic to Russia, including that the campaign's tone changed after it began to 
receive advice from, among others, Manafort and Page. 

The FISA request form submitted to OI did not include information that the 
FBI obtained as a result of CHS meetings in August and September referenced in 
Chapter Three and summarized in Chapter Ten. These meetings were an attempt 
by the FBI to better understand what Papadopoulos meant when he advised the 
FFG about the alleged offer of assistance from the Russians, to probe Page and 
Papadopoulos about links between the campaign and Russia and to determine 
whatever Page and Papadopoulos may have known about Russia's use of emails to 
benefit the Trump campaign. The first meeting involved a consensually monitored 
conversation between an FBI CHS and Page in August 2016, and the second 
involved consensually monitored conversations between an FBI CHS-

■ and Papadopoulos in September 2016. 

During the meeting in August, Carter Page stated, among other things, that 
he had "literally never met" or "said one word to" Paul Manafort, and that Manafort 
had not responded to any of Page's emails. Page made other statements that did 
not add support to the notion that Page was conspiring with Russia. During the 
meetings in September, Papadopoulos stated, among other things, that to his 
knowledge no one associated with the Trump campaign was collaborating with 
Russia or with outside groups like WikiLeaks in the release of emails. As described 
in Chapter Eight, the OI Attorney told us that he did not think the FBI told him 
about these meetings before the FISA application was filed with the court. We 
found no information suggesting otherwise. 

The FISA request form also did not include information the Crossfire 
Hurricane team received from another U.S. government agency on August 17, 
2016, relating to Page's prior relationship with that agency and prior contacts with 
Russian intelligence officers. 

Finally, the FISA request form referred to Steele as a "reliable source, whose 
previous reporting to the FBI has been corroborated and used in criminal 
proceedings." As noted later in this chapter, while Steele had previously provided 
information to the FBI that helped the FBI further criminal investigations, his 
reporting had never been used in a criminal proceeding. 

After receiving clarifying questions from 01 in response to the FISA request 
form, the FBI submitted a revised, formal request for an expedited FISA application 
on September 30. As described in Chapter Two, an expedited FISA application 
seeks to have the FISC waive the requirement in its Rules of Procedure that the 
government submit a proposed application no later than 7 days before it seeks to 
have the matter considered by the FISC. Requests by the FBI that OI seek an 
expedited FISA application require the approval of a Deputy Assistant Director 
(DAD) or higher. In this instance, the expedited request was approved by DAD 
Strzok. Strzok told the OIG that he approved the request to expedite the FISA 
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because there was a sense of urgency to complete the investigation as quickly and 
thoroughly as possible. According to Strzok, the team was not given an explicit 
instruction to finish the investigation before Election Day or Inauguration Day, but 
everyone involved understood the importance of moving quickly. 

At the same time the Crossfire Hurricane team moved forward with a FISA 
request targeting Carter Page, FBI documents reflect that the team was also 
interested in a FISA request targeting George Papadopoulos to further the 
investigation. However, FBI OGC was not supportive. Instant messages between 
the OGC Attorney and the OGC Unit Chief indicate that they, the Intel Section Chief 
and Strzok, agreed that there was not a sufficient basis for FISA surveillance 
targeting Papadopoulos. The instant messages also show that the Intel Section 
Chief and Strzok were much more interested in pursuing the request for FISA 
coverage targeting Page. 

The OGC Unit Chief told the OIG that she recalled that the difference 
between these two subjects with respect to a potential FISA application was that 
Carter Page had previous connections with Russian intelligence officers as well as 
the recent allegations in the Steele reporting that Page was an Intermediary 
between Russia and the Trump campaign. With respect to Papadopoulos, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team had the information from the FFG that mentioned him, but 
no specific information that Papadopoulos was a person being directed by the 
Russians. Ultimately, the Crossfire Hurricane team did not seek FISA authority 
targeting Papadopoulos. 

II. Preparation and Approval of the First FISA Application 

Following receipt of the FISA request form on September 22, the 01 Attorney 
immediately began work on the FISA application, preparing the initial drafts with 
information provided by the FBI. The preparation and approval process for the 
application took four weeks to complete. We were told that the application received 
more attention and scrutiny than the typical FISA application in terms of additional 
layers of review and the number of high-level officials who read the application. We 
describe this process in detail below. 

A. Initial Drafts 

On or about September 23, the OI Attorney began work on the initial draft 
FISA application. At this early stage of the drafting process, Evans told us that he 
instructed the OI Attorney and OI Unit Chief to handle the Carter Page FISA 
application as they would any other FISA application-to make sure the work was 
as thorough as possible so that NSD could answer the legal question of whether the 
facts meet the probable cause standard-and leave any policy questions to the 
decision makers down the road. 

As described in Chapter Two, the read copy of a FISA application is prepared 
by an OI attorney using information provided by the FBI, primarily the case agent. 
The OI attorney relies heavily on the case agent to supply the necessary 
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information and identify significant issues. NSD officials told us that the nature of 
FISA practice requires that 01 rely on the FBI agents who are familiar with the 
investigation to provide accurate and complete information. Unlike federal 
prosecutors, OI attorneys are usually not involved in an investigation, or even 
aware of a case's existence, unless and until OI receives a request to initiate a FISA 
application. Once they receive a request, OI attorneys generally interact with field 
offices remotely and do not have broad access to FBI case files or sensitive source 
files. According to NSD officials, even if or received broader access to FBI case 
files, the number of FISA requests that OI attorneys are responsible for handling 
makes it impracticable for an OI attorney to become intimately familiar with an FBI 
case file, particular one about which they have had little to no prior awareness.266 

In addition, NSD told us that OI attorneys are not in the best position to sift 
through a voluminous FBI case file because they do not have the background 
knowledge and context to meaningfully assess all the information. 

In this case, based upon the information the FBI initially provided in the 
September 22 draft FISA request, the OI Attorney sent his first questions to the 
OGC Attorney on September 23. Case Agent 1 sent back responses the same day. 
Over the course of the next two weeks, the OI Attorney exchanged various emails 
and telephone calls with the FBI and prepared initial drafts using information 
principally provided by Case Agent 1 and, in a few instances, by the OGC Attorney 
or other Crossfire Hurricane team members. The culmination of this process led to 
the first drafts of the FISA application being shared with OI and NSD management 
on October 5 and 6, 2016. 

In these initial drafts, the statement of facts in support of probable cause 
asserted that the Russians were attempting to undermine and influence the 
upcoming U.S. presidential election, and that the FBI believed Carter Page was 
acting in conjunction with the Russians in those efforts. The statement of facts 
supporting probable cause was broken down into four main elements: 

(1) The efforts of Russian Intelligence Services (RIS) to influence the 
upcoming 2016 U.S. presidential election; 

(2) The Russian government's attempted coordination with members 
of the Trump campaign, which was based on the FFG Information 
concerning the alleged offer or suggestion of assistance from the 
Russians to someone associated with the Trump campaign; 

(3) Page's historical connections to Russia and RIS, which included his 
business dealings with the Russian energy company Gazprom, his 
professional relationships with known Russian intelligence officers, and 
his disclosure to the FBI and a Russian Minister that he was Male-1 in 
an indictment against Russian intelligence officers; and 

266 NSD officials cautioned further that it is not unusual for OI to receive requests for 
emergency authorizations with only a few hours to evaluate the request. 
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(4) Page's alleged coordination with the Russian government on 2016 
U.S. presidential election activities, based on some of the reporting 
from Steele. 

In addition, the statement of facts described Page's denials of coordination 
with the Russian government as reported in two news articles and as asserted by 
Page in a September 25 letter to the FBI Director. Except for the addition of new 
information from an October 2016 CHS operation discussed later, the read copy and 
final application submitted to the FISC were organized in the same way. 

In support of the fourth element concerning Carter Page's alleged 
coordination with the Russian government on 2016 U.S. presidential election 
activities, the drafts of the application-and later the read copy and final 
application-relied entirely on information from Steele that Steele said was provided 
to him by his Primary Sub-source. Specifically, the following aspects of Steele's 
Reports 80, 94, 95, and 102 were used to support the application: 

• Compromising information about Hillary Clinton had been compiled for 
many years, was controlled by the Kremlin, and the Kremlin had been 
feeding information to the Trump campaign for an extended period of 
time (Report 80); 

• During his July 2016 trip to Moscow, Carter Page attended a secret 
meeting with Igor Sechin, Chairman of Rosneft and close associate of 
Putin, to discuss future cooperation and the lifting of Ukraine-related 
sanctions against Russia; and a secret meeting with Igor Divyekin, 
another highly placed Russian official, to discuss sharing compromising 
information about Clinton with the Trump campaign {Report 94); 

• Page was an intermediary between Russia and the Trump campaign's 
then manager (Manafort) in a "well-developed conspiracy" of 
cooperation, which led, with at least Page's knowledge and agreement, 
to Russia's disclosure of hacked DNC emails to Wikileaks in exchange 
for the Trump campaign's agreement to sideline Russian intervention 
in Ukraine as a campaign issue (Report 95); 267 and 

• Russia released the DNC emails to Wikileaks in an attempt to swing 
voters to Trump, an objective conceived and promoted by Carter Page 
and others (Report 102). 

The development of the statement of facts concerning Steele's reporting 
resulted from the back-and-forth exchange described above between the OI 
Attorney and the FBI, during which the or Attorney asked many questions about 

267 In further support of this allegation from Report 95, the FISA application described two 
news articles from July and August 2016 reporting that the Trump campaign had worked behind the 
scenes to change the Republican Party's platform on providing weapons to Ukraine to fight Russian 
and rebel forces and that candidate Trump appeared to have adopted a "milder" tone on Russia's 
annexation of Crimea. 
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Page, as well as about Steele's reporting and the structure and access of his source 
network. 

Among the questions regarding Carter Page, on September 29, the OI 
Attorney asked the Crossfire Hurricane team, "do we know if there is any truth to 
Page's claim that he has provided information to [another U.S. government 
agency]-was he considered a source/asset/whatever?" According to the OI 
Attorney1 it would have been a significant fact to disclose to or if Page had 
interactions with the other U.S. government agency that overlapped in time with 
his interactions with known Russian intelligence officers described in the FISA 
applications because it would raise the issue of whether Page interacted with the 
Russian intelligence officers at the behest of the other U.S. government agency or 
with the intent to assist the U.S. government. In response to the OI Attorney's 
question, Case Agent 1 advised him that Page did meet with the other U.S. 
government agency, but that the interactions took place while Page was in Moscow 
(which was between 2004 and 2007) and were "outside scope." Based upon this 
response, the OI Attorney did not include information about Page's prior 
interactions with the other U.S. government agency in the application. However, as 
fully described later in this chapter, the information Case Agent 1 provided to the 
OI Attorney was incomplete, inaccurate, and in certain respects contrary to the 
information the other agency provided to the Crossfire Hurricane team on August 
17, 2016 and that Carter Page had provided to the FBI in 2009 and 2013. This 
information indicated that Page had a prior relationship with the other U.S. 
government agency and that his interactions with the other agency occurred more 
recently than the 2004-2007 time period and actually overlapped with information 
alleged in the FISA application concerning his alleged ties to Russian intelligence 
officers. 

With respect to Steele, when the drafting process began, the Crossfire 
Hurricane team had only just begun the process of conducting the evaluation 
process (described in Chapters Four and Six) to assess Steele, his source network, 
and the information provided in his reports. That source evaluation process and the 
FISA drafting process were taking place simultaneously, and the FBI had not 
corroborated the Steele information being considered for the FISA application. 
Evans and other witnesses told us that the fact that the source information in the 
FISA application had not yet been corroborated was not unusual in the FISA 
context. 268 Officials told us that a significant fact in their consideration of the Steele 
information for the FISA application was that the Steele reporting on Carter Page 
appeared to be consistent with the information from the FFG that came from an 
independent reporting stream. 269 

™' As described in Chapter Two, corroboration of source information ts not required by the 
FBI's Woods Procedures. Although the Woods Procedures require that every fact in a FISA application 
be "verified," when a particular fact is attributed to a source, an agent must only verify that the fact 
came from the source and the application accurately states what the source said. The Woods 
Procedures do not require that the FBI have a second source for the same information. 

269 The Crossfire Hurricane team had information available to it by early October 2016 that 
the two reporting streams could have connectivity because they had learned that Person 1, an 

131 



10587

305 

Evans and other witnesses also emphasized that in the absence of 
corroboration, it was particularly important for the FISA application to articulate to 
the court the reliability of the source as assessed by the FBI. As the OGC Unit Chief 
advised Case Agent 1 on September 22 during the drafting of the FISA request 
form, "One last thing-we probably need a little bit more on the source ■ 

1 ■ ■ Since this is essentially a single source FISA, we 
have to give a fulsome description of the source." Therefore, on September 29, 
during the early drafting phase, Case Agent 1 provided OI with the following 
characterization of Steele for inclusion in the FISA application: 

This information comes from a sensitive FBI source whose reporting 
has been corroborated and used in criminal proceedings, and who 
obtains Information from a number of ostensibly well-positioned sub­
sources. The scope of the source's reporting is from 20 June 2016 
through 20 August 2016. 

The or Attorney incorporated this information with other information the case agent 
provided to draft the following in the application: 

[Steele] has been an FBI source since in or about October 2013. 
[Steele's] reporting has been corroborated and used in criminal 
proceedings and the FBI assesses [Steele] to be reliable. [Steele] has 
been compensated approximately $95,000 and the FBI is unaware of 
any derogatory information pertaining to [Steele]. 

The final Carter Page application included this source characterization statement: 

[Steele] is a former 
1 1 and has been an FBI source since in or about October 2013. 
[Steele's] reporting has been corroborated and used in criminal 
proceedings and the FBI assesses [Steele] to be reliable. [Steele] has 
been compensated approximately $95,000 by the FBI and the FBI is 
unaware of any derogatory information pertaining to [Steele]. 

The or Attorney told us that he does not have access to the CHS files of FBI 
sources and, therefore, tries to adhere closely to what a case agent sends him 
when he drafts a source characterization statement for a FISA application. He 
stated that he also relies on the fact that the Woods Procedures require that the 
source handling agent approve the language. However, as described later in this 
chapter, the source characterization statement in the application overstated the 
significance of Steele's past reporting and was not approved by the FBI agent who 
served as Steele's handling agent. 

To further address reliability, the OI Attorney sought information from the 
FBI to describe the source network in the FISA application. On multiple occasions, 
the OI Attorney asked the FBI questions about the sub-sources, including in a 
September 30, 2016 email in which he asked case Agent 1 and the Crossfire 

important Steele election reporting sub-source, had been engaging in "sustained" contact with 
Papadopoulos since at least August 2016. 
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Hurricane team: "If the reporting is being made by a primary source, but based on 
sub-sources, why is it reliable-even though second/third hand?" The OIG did not 
find a written response to this specific question, and the OI Attorney did not recall a 
response. However, the OI Attorney told us that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
eventually briefed him on the sub-source information they learned from Steele after 
their early October meeting with him ( described in Chapter Four). He also received 
a written summary of this information that the Supervisory Intel Analyst prepared 
shortly after the October meeting. The OI Attorney told us that based on the 
information the FBI provided, he thought at the time that some of the sub-sources 
were "definitely" in a position to have had access to the information Steele was 
reporting. 

Ultimately, the initial drafts provided to OI management, the read copy, and 
the final application submitted to the FISC contained a description of the source 
network that included the fact that Steele relied upon a Primary Sub-source who 
used a network of sub-sources, and that neither Steele nor the Primary Sub-source 
had direct access to the information being reported. The drafts, read copy, and 
final application also contained a separate footnote on each sub-source with a brief 
description of his/her position or access to the information he/she was reporting. 
The Supervisory Intel Analyst assisted the case agent in providing information on 
the sub-sources and reviewed the footnotes for accuracy. According to the OI 
Attorney, the application contained more information about the sources than is 
typically provided to the court in FISA applications. According to Evans, the idea 
was to present the source network to the court so that the court would have as 
much information as possible. 

B. Review and Approval Process 

As described in Chapter Two, once an FBI case agent affirms the accuracy of 
the information in the read copy of an application, an OI Unit Chief or Deputy Unit 
Chief is usually the final and only approver before a read copy is submitted to the 
FISC. The Unit Chief or Deputy ls also usually the final approver that "signs out" 
the final application ( cert copy) to the FBI for completion of the Woods Procedures 
and Director's certification before presentation to either the Assistant Attorney 
General (MG) of NSD, the DAG, or Attorney General for final signature. The final 
signatory receives an oral briefing, the cert copy, and a cover memorandum ( cert 
memo) describing each application. In most cases, the start of the oral briefing, or 
shortly beforehand, is the first time the application is presented to the final 
signatory. According to NSD, most FISA applications do not get singled out for 
additional review and, to place that in perspective, there are approximately 1,300 
applications submitted to the FISC each year and roughly 25-40 final applications 
go to the MG, DAG, or the Attorney General for signature in any given week. 

However, in some cases, according to NSD, a FISA application will receive 
additional review and scrutiny, particularly if it presents a novel or complicated 
issue or otherwise has been flagged for further review. In this case, as described 
immediately below, documents and witness testimony reflect that the first Carter 
Page FISA application underwent a lengthy review and editing process within NSD, 
the FBI, and ODAG. According to Evans and other witnesses, this application had 
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heightened sensitivity and therefore received additional attention because of the 
apparent effort by a foreign power to influence the upcoming 2016 U.S. elections 
and the prior connection of the FISA target (Carter Page) to one of the presidential 
campaigns. 

1. Initial Feedback and NSD Concerns over Steele's 
Potential Motivation and Bias 

Sanz•Rexach, Chief of OI's Operations Section, and his Deputy Section Chief 
were the first layers above the OI Unit Chief to receive a draft of the Carter Page 
application. After they provided feedback, the OI Attorney provided the draft on 
October 6, 2016 to Evans and, at the request of FBI OGC, to FBI General Counsel 
James Baker for concurrent review. 

Baker told us that a review by the General Counsel was not a necessary step 
in the FBI's FISA approval process, but said that he would sometimes review an 
application when he thought it was warranted. Baker said that in this case, he 
asked to read the application because he recognized its sensitivities, including that 
the target had been associated with a presidential campaign and that the whole 
case was about Russian efforts to influence the presidential election and whether 
those efforts included any interactions with the Trump campaign. He said that he 
expected that the FBI would be called upon after-the-fact to justify its actions, and 
he wanted to ensure that his significant FISA experience was "brought to bear" on 
the application.270 

For these reasons, Baker said he asked his Deputy General Counsel, Trisha 
Anderson, to give him the draft application before it was "too gelled" so that he 
could have influence over the drafting without disrupting the process. FBI 
documents indicate that Baker reviewed the draft on October 6 or 7. Baker told us 
that he read the probable cause section of the application, as well as the description 
in the Director's certification section of the foreign intelligence purpose of the 
requested FISA authority. He said that he thought it was important that the foreign 
intelligence purpose of the FISA authority was made clear in the application by 
focusing on the FBI's objective of learning the capabilities and tradecraft of Russia. 
He stated that he remembered being satisfied that the foreign intelligence purpose 
was properly articulated in the draft he reviewed. 

Baker told us that he also remembered being satisfied at the time that there 
was probable cause articulated in the draft application to believe that Carter Page 
was an agent of a foreign power. He said that it was difficult for him to fully explain 
to us the basis for his assessment without reviewing the entire application again, 
but that he recalled Page's continuing relationships with Russian intelligence 
officers, even after the FBI made Page aware that they were Russian intelligence 

270 In addition to serving as the FBI's General Counsel from 2014 to 2018, Baker had held 
positions in ors predecessor office, the Department's Office of Intelligence Policy and Review, from 
1996 to 2007, and later as an Associate Deputy Attorney General in ODAG responsible for national 
security matters from 2009 to 2011. 
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officers, being "key" facts in his mind.271 Further, he said that, in retrospect, he 
thought that Page's knowing interactions with Russian intelligence officers could 
have established probable cause even without reliance on the reporting from 
Steele. However, Baker did not recall being involved in the FISA discussions the 
team was having before the Steele reporting came in, and because of the 
redactions in the public version of the FISA application, he was unable to speak to 
how recent Page's interactions with Russian intelligence officers had been at the 
time the application was filed. 

Baker said that he did not recall his specific line edits to the draft, but that 
another theme of his comments was to ensure that the court was fully apprised of 
all material factual information regarding Steele and his reliability as well as any 
derogatory information about Steele, so that the court could make its own 
assessment of the Steele reporting. Questions attributed to Baker in an October 7 
draft reflect that he, among other things, asked the FBI to provide more 
information about Steele's prior employment to help establish his credibility and 
explain why he would have a source network. He also asked questions regarding 
Carter Page in an apparent attempt to clarify some of the facts regarding Page's 
travel history and past relationships with Russian intelligence officers. According to 
Baker, he did not read the application a second time before it was submitted to the 
court, but Anderson told him that his comments were adequately addressed. 

Anderson also reviewed a draft of the application; however, we could not 
determine the timing of her review. Documents indicate that Anderson requested 
the draft on October 5 and received it the next day, but Anderson told us she 
recalled reading the draft after Baker, and closer in time to ODAG's review of the 
draft, which was almost 2 weeks later. Anderson said that she did not recall 
providing feedback on the draft and explained that Baker and the OGC Unit Chief 
were directly involved in the review process. Anderson did recall that she made 
sure the draft incorporated Baker's previous edits in some fashion, but she did not 
recall what those edits were.272 

Review or approval of the FISA application by senior Counterintelligence 
Division (CD) officials was not a required step in the FBI's FISA procedures. 
Priestap, Strzok, and the Intel Section Chief told us that they did not play roles in 
the preparation or approval of the Carter Page FISA application. These officials told 
us that they were aware that FISA authority was being sought and, as described 
previously, Strzok provided DAD approval of the team's request for an expedited 
FISA application, as required by FBI procedures. Further, as described later in this 
chapter, Strzok had conversations with Evans about the status of the application. 

271 Because Baker requested not to have his security clearance reinstated for his OIG 
interview, Baker was unable to review the entire FISA application before or during the interview, and 
we were unable to ask questions that would reveal classified information. 

212 Similar to Baker, Anderson did not typically review FISA applications. The OGC Unit Chief 
said that she worked with the OGC Attorney and OI during the FISA process and was more involved in 
this FISA application than she was in some others. She told us that she did not recall providing or 
suggesting specific edits for this application. 
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However, we found no information suggesting that senior CD officials contributed to 
the substance of the application. 

Evans shared his own feedback with the OI Unit Chief and OI Attorney, which 
included, among other issues, asking the Crossfire Hurricane team whether Steele 
"is affiliated with either campaign and/or has contributed to either campaign." On 
October 7, the OI Unit Chief emailed Evans's question to the team, and on October 
10, Case Agent 1 addressed the second part of Evans's question, stating that Steele 
was most likely a foreign national and therefore unable to contribute to either 
campaign. Because Case Agent 1 did not fully address Evans's question, the 01 
Unit Chief asked the agent again, on October 11, whether Steele was affiliated with 
and/or had contributed to either presidential campaign. Again the case agent 
answered only the second part of the question, confirming that Steele had not 
contributed to any campaign and was not a U.S. person. Evans told us that he 
remembered being somewhat frustrated and annoyed by this answer and asked the 
question a third time to be sure that nothing was missed in terms of any potential 
political bias on the part of the source. 

According to Evans, later in the day on October 11, after OI circulated a new 
draft application and, in response to his questions, he and OI learned for the first 
time from the FBI that Steele had been paid to develop political opposition 
research. He told us that he recalled that he, the OI Unit Chief, and the OI 
Attorney were all quite surprised by this new information and that it was frustrating 
that they had not been informed sooner. Evans said that the new information, 
coupled with the sensitive nature of the case, made him concerned that the source 
might have a bias that needed to be disclosed to the court. Consequently, Evans 
placed a temporary hold on the application so that 01 could further explore and 
evaluate with the FBI the information 01 had just learned. 

Evans told the OIG, and emails and instant and text messages reflect, that 
over the next three days, he and OI asked additional questions about Steele to 
better understand his potential motivations, bias, and overall reliability. Before 
being asked these questions, the Crossfire Hurricane team had expected that the 
October 11 draft would be the final version submitted to the court as the read copy. 
However, on the evening of October 11, Evans had a telephone conversation with 
his counterpart at the FBI, DAD Strzok, to discuss Evans's concerns and let him 
know that OI needed more time to understand and evaluate the information it had 
just learned concerning Steele.273 According to Evans, there was frustration 
expressed on both sides, with Strzok frustrated that the FISA process was not 
moving at the desired pace and Evans responding to the effect that "it doesn't help 
that just now, at the eleventh hour, I have for the first time learned that 
information about Steele." As detailed below, text messages between Strzok and 
the OGC Attorney reflect that Strzok believed the FBI had previously informed OI 

273 Evans said he also contacted Baker to let him know that OI needed time to explore the 
new information. Baker told us that he did not specifically recall whether Evans told him that OI 
needed more time to explore the FBI's information regarding Steele. However, Baker said that he 
remembered having a telephone conversation with Evans about this particular application, the 
substance of which we describe in the next section. 
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about Steele's source of payment. The conversation ended with Strzok agreeing to 
allow the Crossfire Hurricane team to answer whatever questions about the source 
OI needed to ask. Similarly, during her OIG interview, then NSD Principal Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General Mary McCord recalled that she had a telephone 
conversation with then Deputy Director Andrew McCabe during which she advised 
hlm that she believed the FISA application needed to include more information 
about who hired Steele, and that McCabe did not push back. 274 McCabe told us that 
he did not recall any specific conversations with McCord about this FISA application. 

Internal FBI emails, as well as instant messages and text messages, reflect 
the FBI's discussions with Evans and reactions to his concerns. For example, 
following his telephone call with Evans on the evening of October 11, Strzok 
reached out to Lisa Page and advised her that support from McCabe might be 
necessary to move the FISA application forward: 

6:21 p.m., Strzok to Lisa Page: "Currently fighting with Stu [Evans] 
for this fisa." 

6:50 p.m., Strzok to Page: "Hey-The FISA will probably not go 
forward without a call from the [Deputy Director]. Even as is, the 
court may not hear it this week." 

At the same time, Strzok also had communications with the OGC Attorney: 

6:56 p.m., Strzok to OGC Attorney: "Stu is nervous. Didn't help that 
he just found out today about [Steele's] source of payment/direction 
for this particular reporting. I thought we had told OI earlier?" 

6:56 p.m., OGC Attorney to Strzok: "Yes, we absolutely informed [OI 
Unit Chief] and [OI Attorney] about the source." "Multiple meetings, 
actually, with [Case Agent 1] and [the SOS]." 

6:57 p.m., Strzok to OGC Attorney: "Ok-including the named 
intermediary, with the unnamed client (presumed to be connected to 
the campaign in some way)? Well, they didn't tell Stu ... " 

6:59 p.m., OGC Attorney to Strzok: "Yes, we provided source 
descriptions for all of the sub-sources, sources, etc. That is confusing 
because that seemed to be what put [OI Unit Chief] and [OI Attorney] 
at ease." 

6:59 p.m., OGC Attorney to Strzok: "Is he going to hold the FISA?" 

7:06 p.m., Strzok to OGC Attorney: "no, but I'm concerned about how 
they preload the Court/court advisor" 

7:06 p.m., Strzok to OGC Attorney: "I think he wants more words in 
there about it .... " 

274 McCord became the Acting MG for NSD upon the departure of MG John Carlin, which 
occurred in this timeframe. 
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7:07 p.m., OGC Attorney to Strzok: "Roger. I'll reach out to [OI Unit 
Chief] to see if he is in the office by chance. 

Later the same evening, Strzok communicated with the OGC Unit Chief: 

7:34 p.m., OGC Unit Chief to Strzok: "So Stu called you about his 
concerns about the [Page] FISA? Not sure why he didn't reach out to 
the [FBI General Counsel/Deputy General Counsel] or the [Deputy 
Director]/Director, as they've all approved moving forward with this. 
What was the point of his [sic]? Was he trying to get you to pull it?" 

7:53 p.m., OGC Unit Chief to Strzok: "I got further clarification from 
[OI Unit Chief]. I think it's all good. We should have more from DOJ 
tomorrow." 

7:53 p.m., Strzok to OGC Unit Chief: "Ok. Stu is very nervous." 

7:54 p.m., Strzok to OGC Unit Chief: "He said he wasn't aware of the 
fact until a few hours ago that [Steele] was employed to find this 
information by a named client, in turn hired by an unnamed client 
presumably affiliated with the Clinton campaign in some manner." 

Between 7:54 p.m. and 7:59 p.m., [Strzok and the OGC Unit Chief exchanged 
messages on an unrelated topic.] 

7:59 p.m., Strzok to OGC Unit Chief: "Is OI still sending copy to FISC 
tomorrow?" 

7:59 p.m., Strzok to OGC Unit Chief: 'Tm worried about what Stu 
whispers in Court Advisors ear." 

7:59 p.m., OGC Unit Chief to Strzok: "Yeah. I think so. Stu's going 
to think about it overnight. Not for attribution, but apparently he's the 
only one over there worried about it." 

7:59 p.m., OGC Unit Chief to Strzok: "Yeah, me too." 

8:00 p.m., Strzok to OGC Unit Chief: "Jim [Baker] or (Deputy 
Director] or someone may need to weigh in with [NSD Assistant 
Attorney General John] Carlin." 

8:00 p.m., Strzok to OGC Unit Chief: "I'll bring it up at the prep SVTC 
tomorrow." 

8:00 p.m., OGC Unit Chief to Strzok: "If it goes beyond noon, I would 
tend to agree." 

The next morning, at 7:44 a.m., the OGC Attorney sent the following text 
message to Strzok: 

Pete, I talked to [OI Unit Chief] last night. It doesn't sound like Stu is 
concerned about the FISA itself, but more of fleshing out the details of 
[Steele] (e.g., how he began his reporting). All of that information 
was obtained from [Case Agent 1]. We should be in good shape once 
OI bats it around a little more internally this AM. 

138 



10594

312 

Although the OGC Attorney stated in these text messages that the Ol Unit 
Chief and the OI Attorney had been briefed before October 11 on who had 
commissioned Steele's reporting, the OI Unit Chief told the OIG that he believed 
they did not learn about the potential political connections to Steele's reporting until 
after Evans raised his questions. The OI Attorney told us that he did not recall 
exactly when he learned about them, but that it was later in the drafting process, 
and that Evans's inquiries led to a better understanding of the nature of Steele's 
research. The OI Attorney told us that he did not recall asking the agent any 
specific questions about who Steele's clients were. Case Agent 1 told us that he did 
not recall any conversations with the OI Attorney about the source reporting's 
connection to political opposition research before OI asked questions about it. He 
explained that the Crossfire Hurricane team only suspected, but did not know in 
mid-October 2016, that Steele's reporting was generated through political 
opposition research. 

The OIG did not find any written communications indicating that anyone on 
the Crossfire Hurricane team advised OI about the potential or suspected political 
connections to Steele's reporting before Evans raised his questions on October 11, 
and nothing to that effect appeared in the October 11 draft FISA application. 
Further, the emails described above containing Evans's questions about Steele's 
campaign affiliation or contributions suggest that OI did not have prior knowledge. 

2. FBI Leadership Supports Moving Forward with the FISA 
Application and OI Drafts Additional Disclosures 
Concerning Steele 

On October 12, 2016, Evans's concerns about Steele were briefed to Corney 
and McCabe in a meeting attended by at least Priestap, Strzok, Lisa Page, and the 
OGC Unit Chief. According to notes of the meeting, the group discussed that Evans 
was concerned Steele may have been hired by someone associated with Hillary 
Clinton or the Democratic National Committee (DNC) and that the read copy of the 
FISA application would not be filed with the court that day so that Evans could 
further assess the potential bias. The notes reflect that the group discussed that 
Evans was also concerned that the foreign intelligence to be collected through the 
FISA would not be "worth [the] risk." Following the meeting, the OGC Unit Chief 
emailed Anderson and the OGC Attorney on October 12 and advised them that the 
concerns Evans had raised were discussed with Corney and McCabe and that both 
were "supportive" of moving forward despite those concerns. 

During his OIG interview, Evans told us that he thought he did not raise the 
concern about the potential value of the collection outweighing the risk until 
sometime after OI worked through the bias issue with the FBI. According to Evans, 
he raised on multiple occasions with the FBI, including with Strzok, Lisa Page, and 
later McCabe, whether seeking FISA authority targeting Carter Page was a good 
idea, even if the legal standard was met. He explained that he did not see a 
compelling "upside" to the FISA because Carter Page knew he was under FBI 
investigation (according to news reports) and was therefore not likely to say 
anything incriminating over the telephone or in email. On the other hand, Evans 
saw significant "downside" because the target of the FISA was politically sensitive 
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and the Department would be criticized later if this FISA was ever disclosed 
publicly. He told the OIG that he thought there was no right or wrong answer to 
this question, which he characterized as a prudential question of risk vs. reward, 
but he wanted to make sure he raised the issue for the decision makers to consider. 
According to Evans, the reactions he received from the FBI to this prudential 
question were some variations of-we understand your concerns, those are valid 
points, but if you are telling us it's legal, we cannot pull any punches just because 
there could be criticism afterward. 

Baker told us that he recalled having a telephone conversation with Evans 
after learning about Evans's prudential concerns from Anderson and the OGC Unit 
Chief. According to Baker, he told Evans that he understood the matter was 
sensitive but that he (Baker) thought there was probable cause and that the FBI 
was seeking the FISA for a legitimate purpose and thought the application should 
go forward. Baker told us that he did not think he had persuaded Evans, and Baker 
said he was left with the impression that Evans planned to raise the issue with 
others in the Department. 

Evans told us that he discussed this prudential question with Tashina Gauhar, 
the Associate Deputy Attorney General responsible for ODAG's national security 
portfolio, and McCord. According to Evans, Gauhar seemed to share his concern, 
but Gauhar said that she did not think anyone was going to tell the FBI not to 
pursue the FISA If the legal standard was met. Gauhar told us that ODAG's position 
was first to ensure that the legal standard for the FISA application was met, and 
that everyone, including NSD, thought that it was. She said that there was a 
separate question about the "policy decision to go forward," and on that question 
she understood that FBI leadership believed strongly that the application should go 
forward. She said that although it was possible, she did not remember stating 
ODAG's position in terms of deferring to the FBI or not being inclined to overrule 
the FBI if the FBI wanted to move forward. 

According to Evans, McCord said that she would discuss the prudential issue 
with McCabe, but the discussion did not happen before Evans raised the issue 
directly with McCabe after a regularly scheduled meeting on October 19.275 

According to Evans, McCabe told Evans on October 19 something to the effect of, "I 
hear you. I understand. [B]ut we can't pull any punches and we've got to do it, 
and ... let the chips fall where they may." McCabe told us that he did not recall the 
specific words he used with Evans, but he believed he conveyed to Evans that the 
FBI "felt strongly" that the FISA application should move forward. McCabe said that 
he understood at the time that the FBI would likely be criticized no matter what the 

275 McCord told us that she spoke to McCabe almost every day on various matters and had 
more than one conversation with him about the Carter Page FISA application, but she did not 
specifically recall whether she had a conversation with McCabe on or about October 17, and if she did, 
what specific issue would have prompted a conversation at that time. She said that she believed her 
most significant conversation with McCabe about the first FISA occurred in October. She said it was 
the telephone call described earlier, before or during the drafting of the Steele footnote, In which she 
and McCabe discussed Steele and the need to include more information about the source in the 
application. McCabe told us that he did not specifically recall any conversations with McCord about 
this application. 
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team did or did not do, but he believed that the team had to get to the bottom of 
this potentially serious threat to national security. He said that if the FBI had not 
sought FISA authority under the circumstances presented here simply because the 
team was afraid of the "political nature" of the information, the FBI would have 
failed to do its job. 

The email on October 12, referenced above, from the OGC Unit Chief to 
Anderson and the OGC Attorney following the meeting with Corney and McCabe, 
said that Lisa Page would inform Evans of the FBI's decision to move forward with 
the FISA application. Text messages from Lisa Page to McCabe indicate that Page 
communicated with Evans later that same day: 

3:11 p.m., Lisa Page to McCabe: "OI now has a robust explanation re 
any possible bias of the chs in the package. Don't know what the 
holdup is now, other than Stu's continued concerns. Strong 
operational need to have in place before Monday if at all possible, 
which means ct tomorrow.276 I communicated you and boss's green 
light to Stu earlier, and just sent an email to Stu asking where things 
stood. This might take a high-level push. Will keep you posted. 

3: 13 p.m., Page to McCabe: "If I have not heard back from Stu in an 
hour, I will invoke your name to say you want to know where things 
are, so long as okay with you." 

Later the same day, Page sent a text message to McCabe stating that she 
"[s]poke to Stu. Let's talk in the morning." Available text message records are 
unclear as to whether McCabe responded directly to this text or to the previous text 
message at 3:13 p.m., but to one or the other, McCabe responded, "Ok."277 

Shortly before Lisa Page's first text to McCabe above, the Crossfire Hurricane 
team provided to OI additional information regarding Steele that the OI Attorney 
had requested. In an email on October 12, OI asked the FBI team what Steele had 
been specifically hired to do, what the FBI knew about the motivation of the 
individual who hired Steele, including whether that individual was a supporter of 
Hillary Clinton or the Democratic Party, and if the FBI could "articulate why it 
deems [Steele's] reporting to be credible notwithstanding [Steele] did the 
investigation based on [a] private citizen's motivation to help [Hillary 
Clinton/Democratic Party]." Through SSA 1, the team advised OI that based on 
information from Steele, Steele was specifically hired by an individual to provide 
information on candidate Trump's business affairs and contacts in Russia, Steele 
was never advised of the motivation of the individual who hired him, the individual 
who hired him was hired by an unidentified law firm in Washington, D.C., and 

276 As described below, it appears the desire to have FISA authority in place befor" -
was due at least in art to the fact that 

and the Crossfire Hurricane team wanted FISA coverage 

m We did not find evidence of any further involvement by Lisa Page in the FBI's efforts to file 
the F!SA application, other than receiving a telephone call on October 18 from ODAG, described later 
in this chapter, to advise FBI leadership regarding the status of ODAG's review of the application. 
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"anything further would be speculation." In response to 01's final question about 
Steele's credibility, SSA 1 responded that: (1) the FBI has had an established 
relationship with the source since 2013; {2) the source was generating reporting 
well before the opening of Crossfire Hurricane and the leaks concerning the DNC 
emails, and therefore this was not a situation where a source was attempting to 
steer an ongoing investigation; and (3) Steele was not a U.S. citizen and therefore 
had no vested interest in the outcome of the election. The 01 Attorney forwarded 
this information to the 01 Unit Chief, noting that, "This creates more questions for 
me now .... " 

During further back and forth over a 3-day period, the Crossfire Hurricane 
team advised OI that Steele was hired by Glenn Simpson of Fusion GPS, they did 
not know Simpson's motivations, and they did not know the name of the law firm 
that retained Fusion GPS or its connections to Hillary Clinton or the Democratic 
Party because Steele did not believe asking Simpson about his client was 
appropriate. However, we found no evidence that Steele advised the FBI that he 
believed asking Simpson about the name of his client would be inappropriate. 
Rather, as described in Chapter Four, we obtained conflicting testimony as to 
whether Steele was even requested by the FBI to ask Simpson for the name of the 
law firm. Steele's FBI handler (Handling Agent 1) told us that he informed Steele 
during their July 5 meeting that the FBI would be interested in finding out the name 
of the law firm. SSA 2 told us that he understood Handling Agent 1 "stayed away 
from tasking [Steele] about the identity of the U.S. law firm." During his OIG 
interview, Steele told us that he did not know the identity of the law firm when he 
met with Handling Agent 1 on July 5. Steele said that he learned of it later in July 
and probably told the FBI the law firm's name at some later date, but he did not 
specifically recall. 

The Crossfire Hurricane team further advised 01 that Steele's Primacy Sub-
source recently provided unrelated information that was found by • 

■ to be consistent with other reporting on the same topic. 01 asked 
the team what the FBI knew about the September 23, 2016 Yahoo News article that 
quoted a "well-placed Western intelligence source" for information ostensibly 
coming from Steele's reporting about Carter Page's alleged meetings with Sechin 
and Divyekin. The team responded that they did not have any additional details 
regarding the leak. 

On October 14, the OI Attorney consolidated in writing for Evans and OI 
management the additional details concerning Steele, described above, that the FBI 
provided over the previous 3 days. According to Evans, at this point, he and the 
others in OI believed that they had received all the information the FBI had on 
Steele. 278 The OI Attorney and the OI Unit Chief then revised the footnote in the 
draft application on Steele to address the potential that Steele, or those who hired 

278 This is consistent with an instant message from Strzok to Lisa Page on October 14, 2016, 
11:45 a.m.: 'Tm going to email Stu and let him know we've gotten all the Info we're going to get re 
[Steele] and sourcing questions." 
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him, had a bias. Specifically, they added the following paragraph, which became 
part of Footnote 8 in the read copy and final application: 

[Steele], who now owns a foreign business/financial intelligence firm, 
was approached by an identified U.S. person, who indicated to [Steele] 
that a U.S.-based law firm had hired the identified U.S. person to 
conduct research regarding Candidate #l's ties to Russia (the 
identified U.S. person and [Steele] have a tong-standing business 
relationship). The identified U.S. person hired [Steele] to conduct this 
research. The identified U.S. person never advised [Steele] as to the 
motivation behind the research into Candidate #l's ties to Russia. The 
FBI speculates that the identified U.S. person was likely looking for 
information that could be used to discredit Candidate #l's 
campaign. 279 

According to Evans, the use of the term "speculates" in the footnote was 
intended to convey that even though the FBI did not know at the time who 
Simpson's and the U.S. law firm's ultimate client was, the FBI believed it was likely 
that it was someone who was seeking political opposition research against 
candidate Trump. The FBI represented to Evans and OI that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team assumed, but did not know, that someone associated with the 
Hillary Clinton campaign or the Democratic Party paid for the research.280 

According to Evans, the use of "speculates" in a FISA application was unusual, but, 
in this context, he believed it was necessary to fully advise the court of the 
potential for bias. Evans told us that this additional information made him 
comfortable with the way that Steele was described in the application, specifically 
by making clear to the court that Steele had conducted opposition research on 
behalf of someone who appeared to have the intention of discrediting the Trump 
campaign.281 

279 The Carter Page FISA application did not identify by name Steele's clients or the 
presidential candidates, which ls consistent wlth the Department's general practice of not disclosing 
the true identities of U.S. persons who are not the surveillance targets in FISA applications, 

280 McCabe told us that he thought he had heard by the time of the first FISA application that 
Simpson had been working first for a Republican client and then later for a Democratic client. 
However, McCabe also told us that his memory on the timing of events is not always reliable, and 
other FBI officials told us that the team did not know who hired Simpson until after the first FISA 
application. As described in Chapter Nine, documentation we reviewed indicates that FBI officials 
obtained greater clarity on who Glenn Simpson was working for through interviews with Bruce Ohr in 
November and December 2016. Documentation indicates that by February and March 2017 it was 
broadly known among FBI officials that Simpson was hired first by a candidate during the Republican 
primaries and then later by someone related to the Democratic Party. Further, at least some team 
members knew by early 2017 that Simpson was hired by the DNC and another unidentified entity to 
research candidate Trump's ties to Russia. 

281 As described in Chapter Ten, in early August 2016, before the Crossfire Hurricane team 
became aware of Steele's election reports, information from a former FBI CHS was shared with 
members of the Crossfire Hurricane team indicating that the former CHS was recently contacted "by a 
colleague who runs an investigative firm. The firm had been hired by two entities (the Democratic 
National Committee [DNC] as well as another individual he did not name) to explore Donald Trump's 
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Evans told us that sources often have "baggage" and can have a bias, but 
that does not necessarily make their information unreliable, especially If the FBI has 
a long history of assessing the source's reporting as reliable. In his experience, the 
important thing is to make sure that enough information is presented to the court 
so that the judge understands the Issue. His general approach with this particular 
footnote was to exceed "what was even legally required and just mak[e] sure there 
was nothing ... left on the table about this source that we could be open to criticism 
on afterwards, based on what the FBI was giving us." 

After OI made this revision to the footnote, OI submitted an updated draft 
application to McCord for her review on October 14.282 McCord remembered 
reading an early draft of the probable cause section and believed she probably read 
an updated probable cause section at least one more time before the read copy was 
filed focused on the questions OI asked the FBI and the revisions that were made to 
address those questions. Based upon our review of relevant emails, it appears that 
McCord provided comments on the October 14 draft. She said her strongest 
memory was asking about Steele's fee arrangement with Fusion GPS, which is also 
reflected in an October 18 email from the or Unit Chief to his supervisors. McCord 
also remembered discussions within NSD and with ODAG about the prudential 
question described earlier as to whether to file the application even if it was legally 
supportable. She said the collective thinking was that filing the application was a 
legitimate investigative step even though it may later be criticized unfairly. 

3. Other Substantive Changes to the Application before 
ODAGReview 

In addition to the revisions made to the Steele footnote, the October 14 draft 
application contained another substantive change from earlier drafts, concerning 
the FBI's assessment of whether Steele was the source for the September 23 Yahoo 
News article described earlier in this chapter. 

The draft FISA applications, and later the read copy and final application, 
advised the court that the Yahoo News article reported that U.S. intelligence 
officials were investigating Carter Page's involvement in suspected efforts by the 
Russian government to influence the U.S. presidential election and that a "well­
placed Western intelligence source" told Yahoo News about Carter Page's alleged 
secret meetings with Sechin and Divyekin. The applications stated that, based on 
statements made in the Yahoo News article and in other news articles, individuals 
affiliated with the Trump campaign made statements distancing the campaign from 

longstanding ties to Russian entities." The Supeivisory Intel Analyst told us that he did not recall 
making a connection when the Steele reporting came in between this investigative firm hired by the 
DNC and the firm that hired Steele to conduct his election-related research. FBI emails reflect that he 
and SSA 1 made that connection by January 11, 2017, at the latest. We found no evidence that this 
information was shared with or. 

282 As noted previously, on or about October 17, 2016, McCord became the Acting AAG for 
NSD. She replaced AAG John Carlin who left the Department on October 14, 2016. Evans told us that 
Carlin had very limited involvement in the Carter Page FISA prior to his departure and did not review a 
draft of the application. We found no information suggesting otherwise and therefore did not seek to 
inteiview Cartin. 
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Carter Page. Further, the applications noted that Page himself denied the 
accusations in the Yahoo News article and reiterated that denial in a September 25 
letter to the FBI Director and in a September 26 media interview. 

Evans told the OIG that OI included the reference to the September 23 
Yahoo News article in the FISA application solely because it was favorable to Carter 
Page and not as corroboration for the Steele reporting in the application. According 
to Evans, the application's treatment of the article was favorable to Page in three 
respects: (1) the application described statements in the article that the campaign 
distanced itself from Page and minimized his role as an advisor; (2) the application 
stated that Page denied the allegations in the news article in a letter to the 
Director; and (3} as described below, the application made clear that the people 
who financed Steele's reporting were likely the same source for the information in 
the article. 

The drafts of the FISA application that preceded the October 14 draft­
including the October 11 draft that the FBI expected would be submitted to the 
FISC as the final read copy-stated that the FBI "believes that the 'well-placed 
Western intelligence source' is Steele." After reviewing the Initial drafts, Evans 
asked OI to "drill down" on why Steele disclosed information to the media. For 
example, in an October 11 email to OI staff, Evans asked "does the FBI know why 
the source provided this info to the press.... Is there anything about his decision to 
speak to the press that suggests he's got a bias?" 

The result of this effort culminated in new language in the October 14 draft 
stating that the FBI believed it was Glenn Simpson or the law firm who hired 
Simpson, and not Steele, who provided Steele's reporting to the media. With 
respect to the basis for the FBI's assessment, the language that appeared in 
Footnote 18 of the read copy and final application stated the following: 

As discussed above, [Steele] was hired by a business associate to 
conduct research into Candidate #l's ties to Russia. [Steele] provided 
the results of his research to the business associate, and the FBI 
assesses that the business associate likely provided this Information to 
the law firm that hired the business associate in the first place. 
[Steele] told the FBI that he/she only provided this information to the 
business associate and the FBI. Given that the information contained 
in the September 23rd News Article generally matches the Information 
about Page that [Steele] discovered during his/her research, the FBI 
assesses that [Steele's] business associate or the law firm that hired 
the business associate likely provided this information to the press. 
The FBI also assesses that whoever gave the information to the press 
stated that the information was provided by a "well-placed Western 
intelligence source." The FBI does not believe that [Steele] directly 
provided this information to the press. 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that he did not recall why the October 11 draft 
stated that Steele was the "well-placed Western intelligence source" or the reason 
the language was changed in the updated draft to state that the FBI did not believe 
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Steele directly provided the information in the article. He said he did not recall the 
details regarding what he was told, or what he told OI, about whether Steele was 
the source for the Yahoo News article leak. The OGC Attorney told us that he was 
not familiar with how the change between drafts occurred. 

The OI Attorney said he could not recall the circumstances that led to the 
change in the drafts, including whether the Crossfire Hurricane team originally told 
him that Steele had disclosed the information to Yahoo News. The OI Attorney said 
that it was possible he had assumed that that was the case and wrote the initial 
drafts in that manner for the FBI's consideration. The OI Attorney told us that at 
some point during the drafting process, the FBI assured him that Steele had not 
spoken with Yahoo News because the source was "a professional." 

We did not find any evidence that the FBI asked Steele whether he was a 
source for the information in the September 23 Yahoo News article. As described 
later in this chapter, the basis the FBI asserted in the application for its assessment 
that Steele was not a source was inaccurate and the documentation in the Woods 
File did not support it. 

Another change from the early drafts of the first FISA application was the 
addition of particularized minimization procedures (PMPs) at the request of Evans. 
The final PMPs restricted access to the information collected through FISA authority 
to the individuals assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane team and required the 
approval of a DAD or higher before any FISA-derived information could be 
disseminated outside the FBI. In normal circumstances, the FBI is given more 
latitude to disseminate FISA-derived information that appears to be foreign 
intelligence information or evidence of a crime. Evans told us that he believed 
these added restrictions were warranted here because of the possibility that the 
FISA collection would include sensitive political campaign related information. 

4. October Meeting between Page and an FBI CHS 

As we summarize in Chapter Ten, in October 2016, before the FBI obtained 
the initial FISA authority targeting Carter Page, an FBI CHS had a consensually 
monitored meeting with Page. During the meeting, among other things, Page said 
that he wanted to develop a research institute and, in talking about how he would 
fund the institute, Page said, "I don't want to say there'd be an open checkbook, 
but the Russians would definitely .... " According to the partial transcript, the 
sentence trailed off as Carter Page laughed. The CHS then stated "they would fund 
it-yeah you could do alright there" and Page responded "Yeah, but that has its 
pros and cons, right?" At another point in the conversation, Page noted that he had 
"a longstanding constructive relationship with the Russians going back throughout" 
his life. When asked about the link between the Russians and WikiLeaks, Page said 
that, "[as he has] made clear in a lot of...subsequent discussions/interviews ... ! know 
nothing about that-on a personal level, you know no one's ever said a word to 
me." With regard to the platform committee during the Republican National 
Convention, Page said that he "stayed clear of that-there was a lot of conspiracy 
theories that I was one of them ... [butJ totally off the record ... members of our team 
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were working on that, and ... in retrospect it's way better off that !...remained at 
arms length." 

Carter Page also told the CHS during the meeting that the "core lie" against 
him in the media "is that [Page] met with these sanctioned Russian officials, several 
of which I've never met in my entire life." Page said that the "core lie" concerned 
"Sechin [who] Is the main guy, the head of Rosneft ... [and] there's another guy I 
had never even heard of, you know he's like, in the inner circle." When asked 
about that person's name, Page said "I can't even remember, it's just so 
outrageous." 

The Crossfire Hurricane team provided to OI some, but not all, of the 
information obtained during this meeting for inclusion in the first FISA application. 
According to the description in the FISA application, Page met with the FBI CHS on 
a particular date in October and made statements that led the FBI to believe that 
Page continued to be closely tied to Russian officials, including the suggestion that 
"the Russians" would be giving him an "open checkbook" to fund a foreign policy 
think tank project. The description also stated that Page told the CHS that he may 
be appearing in a televised interview to discuss the potential for change in U.S. 
foreign policy toward Russia and Syria ln the event Trump wins the presidential 
election. However, as discussed later in this chapter, the application filed with the 
court did not fully or accurately describe the information obtained by the FBI as a 
result of this meeting because the FBI did not advise OI that Page denied meeting 
with Sechin and Divyekin, as alleged in Report 94, or that Page denied knowing 
anything about the disclosure by WikiLeaks of hacked DNC emails, as alleged in 
Report 95. 

In addition, the FBI did not advise OI that Carter Page denied having been 
involved with the Republican Platform Committee. Page's statements to the FBI 
CHS, if true, would have been inconsistent with the FBI's assessment in the FISA 
application that Page helped influence the Republican Party to change its platform 
to be more sympathetic to Russia's interests by eliminating language in the 
Republican platform about providing weapons to Ukraine. The FBI's assessment 
was based in part on Report 95's allegation that Page and possibly others agreed to 
sideline Russian intervention in Ukraine as a campaign issue in exchange for 
Russia's disclosure of hacked DNC emails to Wikileaks. The assessment also drew 
upon news articles in July and August 2016 reporting that the Trump campaign 
influenced the Republican Party to change its platform to not call for giving Ukraine 
weapons to fight Russian and rebel forces. 

s. Feedback from ODAG and Submission of the Read Copy 

At the time OI submitted the October 14 draft application to McCord, OI 
simultaneously sent the draft to ODAG for review. Over the next few days, the 
application was reviewed by Gauhar, an OI attorney on detail in ODAG, Principal 
Associate Deputy Attorney General Matthew Axelrod, and later Yates, who 
ultimately approved and signed the final application. 
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As noted previously, in instances where the DAG approves and signs FISA 
applications, OI typically submits the application package to ODAG as a finished 
product after the read copy has been filed with the court and shortly before or 
during the oral briefing on the final application. However, in cases with heightened 
sensitivity, which can occur for a variety of reasons, OI may proactively flag the 
application for ODAG earlier in the process for special attention, which or did in this 
case. Further, although sometimes NSD will ask ODAG whether it wants to read a 
flagged application in advance, Evans told us that in this case NSD decided that it 
would not submit the read copy to the FISC until Yates had personally read it and 
said she was comfortable moving forward. 

Gauhar and the OI attorney on detail, both of whom had prior FISA 
experience in OI before joining ODAG, were the first to review the draft Carter Page 
application.283 On October 18, the two met with OI to discuss specific suggestions 
they had for the probable cause section, and later in the day, OI circulated an 
updated draft incorporating new edits to address ODAG's suggestions. According to 
Gauhar, and as reflected in the October 18 updated draft, her office had suggested 
edits to add more emphasis and focus on Carter Page in the probable cause section, 
while at the same time making changes in tone to characterize the Trump campaign 
in a more neutral manner. 284 She explained that ODAG wanted to make sure that 
the court was not left with the misimpression that the FBI had information 
indicating that there were current members of the Trump campaign who were 
wittingly conspiring with Russia. Gauhar said she did not think that OI intentionally 
drafted the application in that direction, and she thought that some additional 
changes would help ensure that there was no misimpression. 

Axelrod said he read the October 18 draft the next morning and had some 
suggested edits to further address the theme of the edits from the day before. 
ODAG sent NSD the additional suggested changes, and NSD and the FBI accepted 
the changes and incorporated them into the read copy. 

ODAG's edits did not suggest significant changes to the Steele information in 
the application. Gauhar said that she was in communication with Evans when he 

283 Immediately before Gauhar joined ODAG, from 2009 to 2014, she was the Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General in NSD with responsibility over OI (the position Evans held at the time of 
the Page FISA applications). Gauhar joined the Department in 2001 as an attorney in OIPR, which, as 
described previously, was OI's predecessor office. In OIPR, she was responsible for preparing FISA 
applications and later oversaw the FISA process as a supervisor and Deputy Chief of OI's Operations 
Section. The OI attorney on detail had served as an attorney in OIPR starting in late 2006 where she 
prepared FISA applications and then later oversaw the FISA process when she became the Deputy 
Chief and then Chief of the Counterterrorism Unit in OI's Operations Section. 

l 84 Examples of the edits addressing tone included describing Carter Page as an individual 
associated with the Trump campaign, rather than as a member of the Trump campaign, and 
describing the conspiracy alleged in Steele's Report 95 as between Russia and individuals involved in 
the Trump campaign, rather than the campaign itself. 
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was asking his questions about Steele and by the time that she reviewed the draft, 
she knew that Evans and others had drilled down on the source.285 

On October 18, Gauhar reached out to Lisa Page, her contact in the Deputy 
Director's office, to advise her that the Carter Page FISA application was under 
review in ODAG. According to Gauhar, she was aware at the time that the FBI had 
been pushing OI to complete the process on the application, and she wanted 
McCabe to know that the application was now with ODAG and they were working on 
it. 286 Page advised Gauhar that it was possible that McCabe might ask Yates about 
the status of application during a regularly scheduled meeting the following 
morning on October 19. We did not find any evidence reflecting that McCabe asked 
Yates during that morning meeting on October 19 about the status of the 
application, and McCabe told us that he did not have a specific recollection of 
having done so. 

As noted earlier, Evans told the OIG that he discussed the issue of whether 
this FISA application was a good idea with McCabe after a regularly scheduled 
meeting on October 19. Gauhar told us that sometime around this date, she 
believes that Yates may have had a similar discussion with McCabe. According to 
Gauhar, she advised Axelrod that Evans had raised his prudential question with the 
FBI, and she said she had a general recollection that Yates may have had direct 
conversations with McCabe to discuss FBI leadership's position on moving forward 
with the application. Gauhar said she was not present during any such 
conversations between Yates and FBI leadership and did not recall the details, but 
she believed Yates was told that FBI leadership felt strongly that the FISA was an 
important investigative step. 

Yates told the OIG that she did not specifically recall any conversations with 
either McCabe or Comey about the Carter Page FISA application, but that such 
conversations could have happened. Yates said she had a general recollection that 
the FBI believed that they really needed to take this investigative step, but whether 
that understanding was the result of a specific conversation or just by virtue of the 
fact that Corney was prepared to sign off on the FISA application, she did not 
recall. Corney and McCabe told us that they did not recall a discussion with Yates 
about the FISA application. 

On October 19, after incorporating Axelrod's edits, OI finalized the read copy 
of the Carter Page FISA application and sent it to the Crossfire Hurricane team for 
final review. Late in the evening, Strzok notified Evans that the FBI was 

285 Emails indicate that on October 17, Gauhar asked a question about Steele, specifically how 
the FBI reconciled its belief that Steele did not disclose information in the September 23 Yahoo News 
artide given the artide's reference to a "well-placed Western intelligence source." OI advised that 
Steele told the FBI that he only provided information to his business associate and the FBI, and that 
the FBI believed that the business associate or the law firm disclosed the information to the media. 

286 For example, on October 17, Strzok had emailed Evans to advise him of upcoming 
operations in the investigation of Carter Page that would be assisted by the requested FISA coverage. 
Case Agent 1 told us that he became frustrated with the pace of the FISA application process and 
asked Strzok to do whatever he could to help move it along. 
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comfortable with its accuracy and content. Separately, Evans received notice from 
ODAG that, as he requested, Yates had read the application and had cleared NSD to 
file the read copy with the court. OI filed the read copy with the FISC the next day. 

The OIG found no indication that then Attorney General Loretta Lynch or 
anyone in the Office of the Attorney General (OAG) was involved in the preparation, 
review, or approval of the Carter Page FISA application. Gauhar told us that she 
had brief conversations with Lynch's National Security Counselor and Chief of Staff 
to advise them for their situational awareness that a FISA application targeting 
Carter Page was expected to be filed. Neither the National Security Counselor nor 
the Chief of Staff read the application prior to its filing with the court. Lynch also 
said she did not read the application and did not recall any conversations about it. 

III. Feedback from the FISC on the Read Copy, Completion of the Woods 
Procedures, and Final Briefing and Signatures 

A. Feedback from the FISC and Revisions to the Application 

On October 20, 2016, the FISC legal advisor assigned to the Carter Page 
application provided 01 with four comments and questions regarding the read copy. 
Two related to information in the footnote about Steele, and two related to certain 
facilities believed to be used by Carter Page: 

• The FISC legal advisor inquired about a sentence in the footnote that 
stated, "In addition to the specific information pertaining to Page 
reported in this application, [Steele] has provided other information, 
which the FBI is currently investigating." To clarify, the final 
application was revised to state, "In addition to the specific 
information pertaining to Page reported in this application, [Steele] 
has provided other information relating to the Russian Government's 
efforts to influence the election that do not directly pertain to Page, 
including the possibility of the Russian's [sic] also possessing a dossier 
on Candidate #1, which the FBI is currently investigating." 

• The legal advisor asked how it was that Steele had a network of sub­
sources, and the OI Attorney provided additional information to him 
regarding Steele's past employment history. At the request of the 
legal advisor, OI included the additional information In the final 
application, including the identity of 

• The legal advisor asked OI for clarification regarding the information 
used to establish Carter Page's use of a particular email account, and 
01 corrected an error in the description of the supporting 
documentation. 

• The legal advisor requested additional information to establish the 
of Carter Page's illiliilillllllllll■. The FBI provided the 01 

Attorney with some additional information; however, the information 
was somewhat stale, and the FBI elected instead to remove • 
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to investigate 
rather than hold up the final application 

further. 

According to the or Attorney, the FISC legal advisor raised no other issues 
and did not further question the application's reliance on Steele's reporting. 

B. The FBl's Completion of the Factual Accuracy Review ("Woods 
Procedures") 

On October 19, the or Unit Chief "signed out" the cert copy of the application 
and cert memo, so that the FBI could complete the FISA verification process known 
as the Woods Procedures, described in Chapter Two. Case Agent 1 was the agent 
responsible for compiling the supporting documentation into a Woods File, 
performing the field office database checks on Carter Page, and completing the 
accuracy review of each fact asserted in the FISA application. His supervisor for 
the Carter Page investigation, SSA 1, was responsible for confirming that the 
Woods File was complete and for double checking the factual accuracy review to 
confirm that the file contained appropriate documentation for each of the factual 
assertions in the FISA application. 

With respect to the factual accuracy review, Case Agent 1 told us that he 
personally compiled the supporting documentation in the Woods File and then went 
through the factual statements in the cert copy one-by-one and made sure that 
each factual assertion was verified by a corresponding document in the Woods File. 
After he completed his review of all the factual information, he said he turned the 
Woods File over to SSA 1, and SSA 1 and Case Agent 1 then performed a second 
factual accuracy review of the same information together. SSA 1 said he found that 
each factual assertion was supported by documentation in the Woods File, and he 
had no concerns with how the Woods Procedures were completed. SSA 1 told us 
that he relied on Case Agent 1 to highlight each relevant fact in the supporting 
document in the Woods File, and that once he verified that each highlighted fact 
corresponded to a factual assertion in the application, he would move on to the 
next fact, without necessarily reviewing the entire document. 287 On the evening of 
October 20, Case Agent 1 and SSA 1 signed the "FISA Verification Form" or "Woods 
Form" affirming the verification and documentation of each factual assertion in the 
application. 288 

287 We do not believe that this process, even when faithfully executed, is sufficient to ensure 
that all factual assertions in the application had adequate supporting documentation. 

288 As discussed in detail in Section IV below, we examined the completeness of the Woods 
File by comparing the facts asserted in the first FISA application to the documents maintained in the 
Woods File. Our comparison identified instances in which facts asserted in the application were not 
supported by documentation in the Woods File. Specifically, we found facts asserted in the FISA 
application that have no supporting documentation in the Woods File, facts that have purported 
supporting documentation in the Woods File but the documentation does not state the fact asserted in 
the FISA application, or facts that have purported supporting documentation in the Woods File but the 
documentation shows the fact asserted is inaccurate. The three most significant Woods errors, which 
are among the five problematic issues we describe later in Section IV, were: (1) the failure to seek 
and document Handling Agent l's approval of the source characterization statement for Steele; {2) 
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After Case Agent 1 and SSA 1 signed the Woods Form, they passed the 
Woods Form, cert copy, and cert memo ( collectively referred to as the FISA or 
application "package") to a Headquarters Program Manager assigned the 
responsibility of signing the final application under oath attesting that the factual 
information was true and correct. The Headquarters Program Manager was an SSA 
in the CD's Counterespionage Section. His official duties at the time did not include 
supervising the Carter Page investigation, contrary to what was stated in boilerplate 
language in the FISA application. Instead, he was briefed into the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation on or about September 23 for the purpose of swearing out 
the Carter Page FISA. 289 The Headquarters Program Manager told us that after he 
was briefed, he attended some of the team meetings and had multiple 
conversations with Case Agent 1, SSA 1, and the OGC attorneys for updates on the 
status of and changes to the application. He said he read the entire application 
before it was final and, as changes were made to the application, he reviewed the 
changes. He said he had no specific memory of reviewing the Woods Form or 
Woods File (as described in Chapter Two, the Woods Procedures do not require the 
affiant to review the Woods File), but he believes that he would have done both 
since the Woods Fife was compiled at Headquarters, and thus he would have had 
access to it. However, he said he trusted that the case agent verified the accuracy 
of the factual assertions, as the case agent was required to do as part of the Woods 
Procedures. Further, the Headquarters Program Manager said that he was not 
independently aware of any information suggesting that the information in the 
application was inaccurate. After the Headquarters Program Manager signed the 
affidavit in the application declaring under penalty of perjury that the information in 
the application was true and correct, he submitted the application package to the 
OGC Attorney. 

The OGC Attorney and Deputy General Counsel Anderson reviewed the 
application package on behalf of OGC's National Security and Cyber Law Branch. 
However, as discussed in Chapter Two, FBI procedures do not specify what steps 
must be taken during the final OGC legal review. 290 The OGC Attorney, who had 
participated in the drafting process and was familiar with the content of the 
application, told us that he reviewed the Woods Form with the Headquarters 
Program Manager. After the OGC Attorney confirmed that all of the Woods 
Procedures had been completed, he signed the cert memo below the 01 Unit Chief's 
signature and submitted the package to Anderson. 

the fact that documentation in the Woods File used to support the FSI's statement that Steele only 
shared his election related information with Glenn Simpson actually stated that Steele also shared the 
information with the State Department; and (3) the fact that documentation in the Woods File used to 
support the FBI's assertion that Carter Page did not refute his alleged contacts with Sechin and 
Divyekin to an FBI CHS in actuality stated that Page specifically denied meeting with Sechin and 
Divyekin to the CHS. We provide examples of other Woods related errors in Appendix One. 

289 According to the Headquarters Program Manager, because the investigation was closely• 
held and being run out of Headquarters, it was initially not assigned to a specific unit in the 
Counterintelligence Division and therefore did not have an assigned program manager. 

290 We make a recommendation in Chapter Eleven that addresses this issue. 
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Anderson told us that she reviewed the cert memo and Woods Form and 
determined that the application package was complete, all the steps of the Woods 
Procedures were represented to have been taken, the probable cause standard was 
met, and there were no outstanding issues. She then signed the cert memo below 
the other signatures, signifying that the application was ready for certification, and 
she gave the application package to the OGC Unit Chief for submission to the FBI 
Director. 291 

c. FBI Director's Certification 

Corney certified the Carter Page application on behalf of the FBI. In Chapter 
Two, we described the elements of the certification required by the FBI Director or 
Deputy Director, including that the information sought through the requested FISA 
authority is foreign intelligence information that cannot reasonably be obtained by 
normal investigative techniques and is necessary to protect the United States 
against clandestine intelligence activities. In this regard, the Director's certification 
is different from the approval of the NSD AAG, DAG, or the Attorney General, which 
requires that the signatory find that the application satisfies the FISA's statutory 
requirements. 

Corney told the OIG that when he was Director his practice varied in terms of 
whether he would read a FISA application itself before certifying an application, or 
whether he would rely solely on the description of the application in the cert memo. 
He said that he would read applications if they required special attention, but that 
from time to time he would also select others to read for quality control purposes. 
In this instance, Corney said he read the application because of its sensitivity. He 
further stated that he read the application once, after Baker presented the final 
package to him. He said he did not recall any conversations with Baker or with 
others about the application. 

Baker told us that he presented the final package to Corney because he 
wanted to discuss the foreign intelligence purpose with Corney before Corney 
signed the certification. Baker said that in addition to explaining the foreign 
intelligence purpose to Corney, he wanted to make sure that Corney knew that he 
(Baker) had read the FISA and was satisfied that the probable cause standard was 
met .. Accordlng to Baker, Corney told him that he understood, was satisfied with the 
foreign intelligence purpose, and was glad Baker read the application. 

Corney told us that the application seemed factually and legally sufficient 
when he read it, and he had no questions or concerns before he signed. When we 

i 91 Anderson told us that she did not read the FISA application at this stage in the process, 
which she said was not unusual. She said that her general practice was to rely upon the cert memo's 
description of the probable cause, unless there was a reason to dig deeper into the application based 
on her review of the cert memo or if she was familiar with the case from an earlier stage. As 
described previously, in this case, Anderson had read the Carter Page FISA application once before 
during the review process and she believed that both Baker and the OGC Unit Chief had also read and 
provided feedback on the application. As described previously, Baker provided comments on a draft of 
the application. The OGC Unit Chief told us that she read the application and was involved in 
discussions about it, but she said she did not recall requesting edits. 
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asked him why the FBI moved forward with an application on a target who was 
formerly connected to a presidential campaign, based in part on source reporting 
that may have been funded by the opposing political party and had not yet been 
corroborated, Corney said that the reason was because there was probable cause to 
believe that Page was an agent of a foreign power. He said that simply because the 
information regarding Page was uncorroborated at the time of the application did 
not mean that it was unreliable. He stated that in this case, he understood that the 
FBI assessed that Steele was a credible source, with a network of sub-sources in 
positions to receive information, and the core of the Steele reporting was consistent 
with other information the FBI had at the time. 

Corney signed the application on October 20, and the application package 
was presented to Yates on October 21. 

D. DAG Oral Briefing and Approval 

Yates told the OIG that she did not recall the discussion that took place at 
the October 21 oral briefing when NSD presented the final application package to 
her. Evans said that he recalled that because Yates had already read the FISA 
application and was familiar with its contents, the OI Attorney used the oral briefing 
to advise her of the FISC legal advisor's questions and the changes made in the 
final application to address those questions. Evans said that he recalled little 
discussion during the oral briefing on this application before Yates signed the 
application. 

The OIG asked Yates about her views on the application. Yates told us that, 
in her view, the application did not present a close call from a legal sufficiency 
standpoint, and she was comfortable that it was an appropriate investigative step 
to take. In terms of the specific reasons she approved the application, Yates 
stated: 

Well, several things here. First, the context of the issue that we're 
talking about here, which is the Russian attempt to interfere in the 
2016 presidential election, and the potential involvement of U.S. 
persons in that, is obviously a critically important topic. This is not 
some tangential run-of-the-mill crime. This is, to state the obvious 
here, critically important to the country. So we start sort of with the 
premise of, this is a topic that we need to get to the bottom of. 

Secondly, Carter Page is not someone who just popped up out of the 
blue on the FBI's radar, with respect to his relationship with the 
Russian government. He is someone who had been on the radar for 
quite some time, both in terms of, and I think it's laid out in the FISA, 
the attempts to recruit him that had been laid out in a prior criminal 
case, and the FBI's knowledge of interaction that he had had in the 
past, and was continuing to have, with high-level people in the Russian 
government. So, it's not as if, just some guy who had never had any 
relationship with Russia has been alleged to be involved in the 
Russians' interference in the election. 
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[T]hat's also against the backdrop of the information that 
Papadopoulos had provided, and that then was corroborated to the 
extent that then WikiLeaks did do the email dump, as predicted there, 
and identified that a person in the campaign that was coordinating 
that. 

Combined with [Steele], who had been someone with whom the FBI 
had worked for many years, both in an official capacity at ( 

], and then afterwards, whom they had found to be credible. 
I believe criminal cases had been made, or he had participated in 
criminal cases[.] So again, not just somebody out of the blue. And he 
was also very knowledgeable of Russia, which is not an easy place to 
break into, in terms of getting information . 

... [I]t may have been, the information that [Steele] had acquired, may 
have been at the behest of the Clinton campaign or the DNC. I guess 
I would emphasize the word "may" there. That again, my 
understanding was that the FBI did not know who he was working for. 
In fact, and this is one of these things I have a hard time teasing out, 
what I knew then versus what I may know now, or have learned since, 
is that [Steele], my understanding is at one point, was actually 
working for someone connected with the Republican Party. I don't 
know, again, whether I knew that at the time, or not. I'm not at all 
sure about that. So, while certainly there was (an] implication that he 
was doing opposition research, it's gotta be for somebody. I mean, 
he's been hired by someone. My understanding was that the FBI 
didn't know who. And that is a factor to consider in this. 292 

But that was not the determinative factor, when you're talking about 
gathering foreign intelligence, not when it's against the backdrop of all 
of the other information there. And the FBI, who are experts in this, 
who have people who do this all day, every day, and the folks in DOJ 
who work with them on that, all believed that this was an important 
FISA to get, and to get now. So it's against the back~drop of that, of 
believing that it met the legal standards for a FISA, which appear to be 
borne out, given that it's been signed and reauthorized a number of 
times through the FISA court. It, I believed then and I believe now, it 
was the appropriate step to take. They're not all easy decisions that 
you make when you're DAG. 

292 FBI officials told us that the Crossfire Hurricane team did not know who hired Fusion GPS 
(which hired Steele} until after the first FISA application was filed, though, as described previously, 
the Crossfire Hurricane team and Steele's handling agent suspected Steele had been hired to conduct 
political opposition research. Documents indicate that by February and March 2017 it was broadly 
known among FBI officials involved with the investigation, and shared with senior NSD and ODAG 
officials, that Fusion GPS was hired first by a candidate during the Republican primaries and then later 
by someone related to the Democratic Party. Yates was removed as Acting Attorney General on 
January 30, 2017. 
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Following OI's presentation, Yates signed the application, and OI submitted 
the application to the FISC the same day. By her signature, and as stated in the 
application, Yates found that the application satisfied the criteria and requirements 
of the FISA statute and approved its filing with the court. 293 

E. Final Orders 

The final FISA application included proposed orders, which were signed by 
then Chief Judge of the FISC, Rosemary Collyer, on October 21, 2016. According to 
NSD, the Chief Judge signed the final orders as proposed by the government in 
their entirety, without holding a hearing. 

The primary order and warrant stated that the court found, based upon the 
facts submitted in the verified application, that there was probable caµse to believe 
that Russia is a foreign power and that Carter Page was an a ent of Russia under 
50 U.S.C. § 1801 b 2 E • The court also found that the 

IV. Inaccurate, Incomplete, or Undocumented Information in the First 
FISA Application 

Our review revealed instances in which factual assertions relied upon in the 
first FISA application targeting Carter Page were inaccurate, incomplete, or 
unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon information the FBI had in 
its possession at the time the application was filed. We describe the most 
significant instances below and provide additional examples in a chart in Appendix 
One. We found no evidence that the OI Attorney, NSD supervisors, ODAG officials, 
or Yates were made aware of these issues by the FBI before the first FISA 
application was submitted to the court. Although we also found no evidence that 
Corney had been made aware of these issues at the time he certified the 
application, as more fully discussed in our analysis in Chapter Eleven, multiple 
factors made it difficult for us to precisely determine the extent of Corney's or 
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McCabe's knowledge as to each fact that was not shared with QI and not included, 
or inaccurately stated, in the FISA applications. These factors included, among 
other things, limited recollections, the inability to question Corney about classified 
material because of his lack of a security clearance, and the absence of meeting 
minutes that would show the specific details shared with Corney and McCabe during 
briefings they received, beyond the more general investigative updates that we 
know they were provided. 

A. Information about Page's Prior Relationship with Another U.S. 
Government Agency and Information Page Provided to the 
Other Agency that Overlapped with Facts Asserted in the FISA 
Application 

The 01 Attorney told us that it is relevant to know if the target of a FISA is or 
had been working on behalf of another U.S. government agency to "make sure that 
the left hand knows what the right hand is doing" when seeking FISA authority. As 
noted previously, according to the 0I Attorney, it would have been a significant fact 
if Page had a relationship with the other U.S. government agency that overlapped 
in time with his interactions with known Russian intelligence officers described in 
the FISA applications because it would raise the issue of whether Page interacted 
with the Russian intelligence officers at the behest of the other agency or with the 
intent to assist the U.S. government. Evans told us that information about a FISA 
target's relationship with another U.S. government agency is typically included in a 
FISA application. Evans also stated that QI would work with the FBI to fully 
understand any such relationship and describe it accurately in the relevant 
application. 

Toward that end, on September 28, 2016, the 01 Attorney emailed Case 
Agent l a draft of the FISA application, copying other members of the Crossfire 
Hurricane team. In a comment in the draft application, the QI Attorney asked "do 
we know if there is any truth to Page's claim that he has provided information to 
[another U.S. government agency)-was he considered a source/asset/whatever?" 
In response to the QI Attorney's question, on September 29, Case Agent l inserted 
the following comment in the draft: 

"He did meet with [the other U.S. government agency], however, it's 
dated and I would argue it was/is outside scope, I don't think we need 
it in. It was years ago, when he was in Moscow. If you want to keep 
it, I can get the language from the [August 17 Memorandum] we were 
provided [by the other U.S. government agency]."294 

Based upon this response, the 0I Attorney did not include information about Page's 
prior relationship with the other agency in the FISA application. 

However, the information Case Agent 1 provided to the OI Attorney was 
inaccurate. As described in the August 17 Memorandum from the other U.S. 

294 As noted previously, on or about August 17, 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane team received 
information from another U.S. government agency detailing Carter Page's relationship with that other 
agency. 
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government agency to the FBI, Page first met with the other agency in April 2008, 
after he left Moscow (Page had lived in Moscow from 2004 to 2007), and he had 
been approved as an operational contact for the other agency from 2008 to 2013. 
Additionally, rather than being outside the scope of the FISA application, the FISA 
application included allegations about meetings that Page had with Russian 
intelligence officers that Page had disclosed to the other agency. Specifically, 
according to the August 17 Memorandum, Page provided information to the other 
agency in October 2010 about contacts he had with a Russian intelligence officer 
{Intelligence Officer 1), which the other agency assessed likely began in 2008. 
Page's contacts with Intelligence Officer 1 in 2007 and 2008 were among the 
historical connections to Russian intelligence officers that the FBI relied upon in the 
first FISA application (and subsequent renewal applications} to help support 
probable cause.295 The August 17 Memorandum stated that Page told the other 
agency that he met with Intelligence Officer 1 four times, characterized him as a 
"compelling, nice guy," and described Intelligence Officer l's alleged interest in 
contacting an identified U.S. person. According to the August 17 Memorandum, the 
employee of the other U.S. government agency who met with Page assessed that 
Page "candidly described his contact with" Intelligence Officer 1. Page's 
relationship with the other agency was not mentioned in any of the four FISA 
applications. 

Further, the FBI had information in its own files indicating that Page had told 
the FBI about meeting with the other U.S. government agency after the period he 
lived in Moscow and during the period alleged in the FISA application. For example, 
according to the FBI Electronic Communication (EC) documenting a June 18, 2009 
FBI interview of Page, Page had informed the FBI agents that "due to his work and 
overseas experiences, he has been questioned by and provides information to 
representatives of the [ other U.S. government agency] on an ongoing basis," and 
that the "interviewing agents acknowledged this fact, and stated to Page that no 
questions would be asked about Page's dealings with the other U.S. government 
agency during the interview." According to another FBI EC, Page told the FBI 
during a June 2013 interview that, although he had not spoken to the other U.S. 
government agency for "about a year or so" Page had spoken to them "since his 
last interview with the FBI." 

The Woods File for the first FISA application, which was prepared by Case 
Agent 1, included the EC documenting the 2009 FBI interview of Page. 
Additionally, Case Agent 1 received an email on August 10, 2016, containing an 
attachment titled "Carter Page-Profile," which had been prepared by a Crossfire 
Hurricane Staff Operations Specialist (SOS). The profile, dated August 1, 2016, 
quoted the 2009 EC regarding Page's statements to the FBI about his contact with 
the other U.S. government agency. We did not find any electronic communications 
indicating that the FBI provided OI with this Carter Page profile. 

295 The other agency did not provide the FBI with information indicating it had knowledge of 
Page's reported contacts with another particular intelligence officer. The FBI also relied on Page's 
contacts with this intelligence officer in the FISA application. 
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We asked Case Agent 1 about his knowledge in 2016 of Page's historical 
contacts with the other U.S. government agency and Case Agent l's response to 
the or Attorney's question on September 29, 2016, about any such contacts. case 
Agent 1 told us that he did not recall his state of knowledge in 2016 regarding 
Page's history with the other U.S. government agency, but said he believed that he 
likely would have reviewed the August 17 Memorandum about Page sent to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team by the other U.S. government agency. He said he 
recalled believing that Page's involvement with the other U.S. government agency 
was "dated." After reviewing a synopsis of the information contained in the August 
17 Memorandum during his OIG interview, Case Agent 1 reiterated to the 01G that 
he believed the information was dated, but also said that he "probably saw it." 
According to Case Agent 1, "I think I would have reviewed it with the team. I think 
that it would have been, you know, as we looked at it. It wasn't just me. But, we, 
you know, there was a determination made that it was dated." Case Agent 1 also 
said it was possible that he never reviewed the August 17 Memorandum from the 
other U.S. government agency. 

The OI Attorney told us that he could not recall much about the issue of 
Page's historical contacts with the other U.S. government agency. After being 
shown his exchange with Case Agent 1 on September 29, 2016, the 01 Attorney 
stated that if case Agent 1 told him that Page's contacts with the other U.S. 
government agency were "out of scope" and dated, then he would have deferred to 
Case Agent l's assessment on this issue. The OI Attorney also told us, after being 
informed about information in the August 17 Memorandum from the other U.S. 
government agency, that if 01 had been aware of this information at the time the 
application was being prepared, OI would have discussed It internally and likely 
would have disclosed the information to the FISC to "err on the side of disclosure." 
When we discussed the information in the August 17 Memorandum with Evans, he 
responded similarly and told us "I think it would go in the application somewhere, 
be it in a footnote or elsewhere, if for no other reason than it also goes to the 
question of where the person's loyalties He." 

As described later in Chapters Seven and Eight, none of the three renewal 
applications described Page's prior historical contacts and relationship with the 
other U.S. government agency, even after the FBI received additional information 
from the other agency in June 2017. In April and May 2017, following news reports 
that the FBI had obtained a FISA targeting Carter Page, Page gave interviews to 
news outlets denying that he had collected intelligence for the Russian government 
and asserting instead that he had previously shared information that he had 
learned with the U.S. intelligence community. In mid-June 2017, in response to 
concerns expressed by members of the Crossfire Hurricane team, the OGC Attorney 
contacted the other U.S. government agency by email to seek clarification about 
Page's past status with that agency. The other U.S. government agency responded 
by email to the FBI OGC attorney by directing the attorney to memoranda 
previously sent to the FBI by the other U.S. government agency that informed the 
FBI that Page did previously have a relationship with that other agency and that the 
last contact occurred in July 2011. The email also stated, using the other agency's 
terminology, that Page had a relationship with that other agency. However, when 

159 



10615

333 

asked about Page's prior status with that other agency by a Crossfire Hurricane 
supervisor, SSA 2, who was going to be the affiant on the final FISA renewal 
application, the OGC Attorney told SSA 2 that Page had never had a relationship 
with the other U.S. government agency. In addition, the OGC Attorney altered the 
email that the other U.S. government agency had sent to the OGC Attorney so that 
the email stated that Page had not been a source for the other agency; the OGC 
Attorney then forwarded the altered email to SSA 2, who told us he relied on the 
email. Shortly thereafter, SSA 2 served as the affiant on the final renewal 
application, which was again silent on Page's prior relationship with the other U.S. 
government agency. 

B. Source Characterization Statement 

As described earlier, because the FBI did not have information corroborating 
the Steele reporting relied upon in the Carter Page FISA application, it was 
particularly important for the application to articulate to the court the FBI's 
assessment of the reliability of the source. Toward that end, the final application 
included in a footnote the following source characterization statement regarding 
Steele: 

[Steele] is a former 
1 1 and has been an FBI source since in or about October 2013. 
[Steele's] reporting has been corroborated and used in criminal 
proceedings and the FBI assesses [Steele] to be reliable.296 [Steele] 
has been compensated approximately $95,000 by the FBI and the FBI 
is unaware of any derogatory information pertaining to [Steele].297 

The OIG found no documentation in the Woods File indicating that Steele's 
handling agent, Handling Agent 1, approved this language, as required by Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Act and Standard Minimization Procedures Policy Guide 
(FISA SMP PG) discussed in Chapter Two. Case Agent 1, who as described earlier 
compiled the Woods File and completed the Woods Procedures, told us that he was 
not aware of this requirement. 298 Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that he did not 
approve this language, and that his OIG interview was the first time he ever saw it. 
Further, Handling Agent 1 said that although he found Steele to be reliable in the 
past, only "some" of Steele's past reporting had been corroborated and most of it 

296 Although Case Agent 2's summary of the early October meeting with Steele states that 
Steele described his ···•··· in a manner consistent with the footnote in the FISA application, 
other documentation (discussed in Chapter Eight) indicates that Steele'-told the FBI 
in November 2016'. after the first application was filed. tha: Steele had 

297 As described later in Chapter Seven, after Steele admitted to a disclosure of information to 
Mother Jones in late October 2016, the renewal applications removed the reference to no derogatory 
information concerning Steele and stated that the FBI continued to assess that Steele was reliable "as 
previous reporting from Steele has been corroborated and used in criminal proceedings." 

298 case Agent 1 told us that his experience with previous FISA applications had always 
involved CHSs for whom he (Case Agent 1) was the handling agent, and that, therefore, he never had 
the need to seek approval from a separate handling agent. 
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had not. He also stated that Steele's reporting had never been used in a criminal 
proceeding. 

Handling Agent 1 also told us, and FBI emails and instant messages reflect, 
that he had provided language on September 23 to Case Agent 1 for the source 
characterization statement that was substantively different from the final language 
used in the FISA application: 

CHS has been signed up for 3 years and is reliable. CHS responds to 
taskings and obtains info from a network of sub sources. Some of the 
chs' info has been corroborated when possible. 

Case Agent 1 provided this language from Handling Agent 1 to the OGC Unit 
Chief, who had requested that he reach out to the handling agent for a description 
of Steele's reliability and corroboration. However, the language Case Agent 1 
provided to the OI Attorney on September 29, which was later used to draft the 
reliability footnote 8, differed from the language provided by Handling Agent 1 and 
instead stated the following: 

This information comes from a sensitive FBI source whose reporting 
has been corroborated and used in criminal proceedings, and who 
obtains information from a number of ostensibly well-positioned sub­
sources. The scope of the source's reporting is from 20 June 2016 
through 20 August 2016. 

Case Agent 1, the OGC Unit Chief, and the OGC Attorney told us that they 
did not recall or know the specific circumstances that led to the use of 
"corroborated and used in criminal proceedings" in the final application instead of 
language that more closely tracked what Handling Agent 1 had provided. Emails 
and other FBI documents reflect that Case Agent 1 borrowed the exact language 
used in the final application from an Intelligence Memorandum on the Steele 
reporting, which the Supervisory Intel Analyst and Staff Operations Specialist (SOS) 
had prepared in late September 2016.299 Case Agent 1 told us that he most likely 
wanted to make sure that the language in the FISA application was consistent with 
how Steele was described in that document, which he believed had been vetted by 
analysts. 

The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that the phrase "corroborated and used 
in criminal proceedings" was a reference to Steele's reporting in the FIFA 
investigation. He said that neither he nor anyone else on the team reviewed any of 
the documents or court filings in the FIFA case file, and he did not "dig into" exactly 
how Steele's reporting was used in the FIFA case. He said that his entire 
knowledge about Steele's role in and significance to the FIFA investigation came 
from Handling Agent 1, though he said he did not recall what he specifically learned 
from Handling Agent 1 regarding how Steele's information was used in the FIFA 

299 The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that he did not specifically recall developing this 
specific language for the Intelligence Memorandum, but he said that metadata on the document itself 
reflected that he personally added the information. 
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investigation. Handwritten notes documenting conversations with Handling Agent 1 
indicate that the Crossfire Hurricane team was left with the understanding that 
Steele was the original source for the FIFA investigation. SSA 1 told the OIG that 
the team "speculated" that Steele's information was corroborated and used in 
criminal proceedings because they knew Steele had been "a part of, if not 
predicated, the FIFA investigation" and was known to have an extensive source 
network into Russian organized crime. SSA 1 told us that the email he sent to 
Handling Agent 1 and others on September 19, requesting a "source 
characterization statement," among other information on Steele, reflected his 
"intent" as the case supervisor to provide accurate information in the FISA 
application about Steele's history with the FBI. As noted in Chapter Four, in 
connection with the FIFA matter, Steele had provided leads to the FBI, namely that 
the FBI should talk to a contact who had information on corruption in the FIFA 
organization. It was the contact's information, in part, that led to the opening of 
the FIFA investigation. However, the FIFA case agent and a prosecutor on the case 
told us that, to their knowledge, Steele did not have any role in the investigation 
itself, he did not provide court testimony, and his information did not appear in any 
indictments, search warrants, or other court filings. According to Handling Agent 1, 
he was clear with the Crossfire Hurricane team concerning Steele's role and that 
Steele had provided leads and not evidence in the FIFA case. 

Witnesses gave us different understandings as to the meaning and scope of 
the phrase, "used in criminal proceedings." Handling Agent 1 told us that he never 
told the Crossfire Hurricane team that Steele's past reporting was "used in criminal 
proceedings," and he was bothered that the team used that phrase. Other 
witnesses said that the phrase could include providing a lead that helped bring 
about a criminal investigation, such as Evans who told us that a tip that leads to 
evidence of criminal wrongdoing could meet the "spirit" of "used in criminal 
proceedings." However, some witnesses, including attorneys who served in FBI 
OGC, NSD, and ODAG, interpreted the phrase to mean that the source information 
was used in some sort of formal court proceeding or legal process. In particular, 
Baker told us that, in his view, the phrase implies that the information "wasn't just 
a tip," but that it was used as evidence in a trial, in an affidavit, or in some other 
court filing or legal process. 

Given the importance of a source's bona fides to a court's determination of 
credibility-particularly in cases where, as here, the source information supporting 
probable cause is uncorroborated-we believe the failure to comply with FBI policy 
requiring that Steele's handling agent review and approve the language in the 
source characterization statement was an important one. This failure may have 
resulted in the court being left: with the misimpression that Steele's past reporting 
(or at least some of it) had been deemed worthy by prosecutors of being relied 
upon in court or that more of his information had been corroborated than was 
actually the case. Further, as we describe in Chapters Six and Eight, additional 
documentation became available to the Crossfire Hurricane team subsequent to the 
first FISA application that provided information contrary to the characterization of 
Steele in the first FISA application, including the finding of a formal FBI source 
validation review in March 2017 that Steele's past reporting on criminal matters, 
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which included the FIFA case, was "minimally corroborated." Despite this 
information, the description of Steele in the FISA renewal applications did not 
change. 

C. Information about a Steele Sub-Source Relied Upon in the FISA 
Application (Person 1) 

As described earlier in this chapter, the information in the FISA application 
relied upon to establish probable cause to believe that Carter Page was coordinating 
with the Russian government on 2016 U.S. presidential election activities was 
based upon certain aspects of Steele's reporting. This reporting included the 
alleged secret meetings between Page and Russian officials in July 2016 described 
in Steele's Report 94. We found that the most descriptive information In the FISA 
application of alleged coordination between Page and Russia came from Steele's 
Report 95, which attributed the information to "Source E." 

The FISA application stated that, according to this sub-source, Carter Page 
was an intermediary between Russian leadership and an individual associated with 
the Trump campaign (Manafort) in a "well-developed conspiracy of co-operation" 
that led to the disclosure of hacked DNC emails by Wikileaks in exchange for the 
Trump campaign team's agreement, which the FBI assessed included at least Carter 
Page, to sideline Russian intervention in Ukraine as a campaign issue. The 
application also stated that this same sub-source provided information contained in 
Steele's Report 80 that the Kremlin had been feeding information to Trump's 
campaign for an extended period of time and that the information had reportedly 
been "very helpful," as well as information contained ln Report 102 that the DNC 
email leak had been done, at least in part, to swing supporters from Hillary Clinton 
to Donald Trump.300 Because the FBI had no Independent corroboration for this 
information, as witnesses have mentioned, the reliability of Steele and his source 
network was important to the inclusion of these allegations in the FISA application. 

Before the initial FISA application was filed, FBI documents and witness 
testimony indicate that the Crossfire Hurricane team had assessed, particularly 
following the information Steele provided in early October, that Source E was most 
likely a person previously known to the FBI, referred to hereinafter as Person 1. 301 

The Supervisory Intel Analyst's written summary of the early October meeting with 
Steele specifically attributed the information in Report 95 to Person 1 and also 
described information that Steele provided to the FBI team about Person 1, 
including that Person 1 "is a 'boaster' and an 'egoist' and may engage in some 
embellishment." The day after the early October meeting, the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst emailed this written summary to the Crossfire Hurricane team, as well as 
Strzok and the Intel Section Chief. The OIG found no documents or written 
communications in which the Crossfire Hurricane team evaluated Steele's statement 
characterizing Person 1 as a boaster or embellisher. SSA 1, who received the 

300 In Report 80, this sub-source was referred to as "Source D" and in Report 102 as an 
"associate" of candidate Donald Trump. 

301 As discussed in Chapter Four, Person 1 
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written summary from the Supervisory Intel Analyst, told us that he did not recall 
any such conversations. 

The footnote describing this sub-source in the FlSA application did not 
include any information about how Steele had described Person 1 as a boaster or 
embellisher. Documents reflect that, on or about October 12, the OI Attorney 
received the Supervisory Intel Analyst's written summary of the early October 
meeting that attributed the information in Report 95 to Person 1 and stated that 
Steele had described Person 1 as a boaster and embellisher. The OI Attorney made 
handwritten notes on the written summary when he met with members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team to learn more about the source network. The OI Attorney 
told us that he did not recall the team flagging this issue for him or that he 
independently made the connection between the sub-source in the FISA application 
and Steele's characterization of Person 1. Case Agent 1 and the 01 Attorney told 
the OIG that they did not recall any conversations about Steele's statement about 
Person 1 at the time of the FISA application. We found no evidence that Steele's 
characterization of Person 1 was shared with Evans or the 01 managers involved in 
the FISA application, and they told us that they did not recall being made aware of 
it. Evans and the 01 Attorney told us that they would have wanted to discuss the 
issue internally in NSD and with the FBI and likely would have, at a minimum, 
disclosed the information to the court. 

In addition, we learned that Person 1 was at the time the subject of an open 
FBI counterintelligence investigation.302 We also were concerned that the FISA 
application did not disclose to the court the FBI's belief that this sub-source was, at 
the time of the application, the subject of such an investigation. We were told that 
the Department will usually share with the FISC the fact that a source is a subject 
in an open case. The OI Attorney told us he did not recall knowing this information 
at the time of the first application, even though NYFO opened the case after 
consulting with and notifying Case Agent 1 and SSA 1 prior to October 12, 2016, 
nine days before the FISA application was filed. Case Agent 1 said that he may 
have mentioned the case to the 01 Attorney "in passing," but he did not specifically 
recall doing so. 303 

We believe the FBI should have specifically and explicitly advised 01 about 
the FBI's assessment that this particular sub-source relied upon in the FISA 
application was Person 1, that Steele had provided derogatory information 

302 According to a document circulated amon Crossfire Hurricane team members and 
su ervisors in earl October 2016, Person l had 

. The document described reporting 
In addition, in late December 2016, Department 

Attorney Bruce Ohr told SSA l that he had met with Glenn Simpson and that Simpson had assessed 
that Person 1 was iiiiliiifl who was central in connecting Trump to Russia. 

303 Although an email indicates that the OI Attorney learned in March 2017 that the FBI had 
an open case on Person 1, the subsequent renewal applications did not include this fact. According to 
the OI Attorney, and as reflected in Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3, the FBI expressed uncertainty 
about whether this sub-source was Person 1. However, other FBI documents in the same time period 
reflect that the ongoing assumption by the Crossfire Hurricane team was that this sub-source was 
Person l. 
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regarding Person 1, and that the FBI had an open counterintelligence investigation 
on Person 1. Those facts were relevant to OI's assessment of the strength of the 
information In the FISA application and, based on what we were told was the 
Department's practice, likely would have been included by OI in the application so 
that the FISC could consider the information in deciding whether to grant the 
requested FISA authority. 

D. September 23 Media Disclosure 

As described earlier, the final FISA application included the FBI's assessment 
in Footnote 18 that the FBI "does not believe that [Steele] directly provided ... to the 
press" the information in the September 23 Yahoo News article concerning the 
investigation of Carter Page and his alleged meetings with Sechin and Dlvyekln. 
The basis for this assessment, as asserted in the application, was that Steele told 
the FBI that he "only provided this information to the business associate and the 
FBI." However, this assertion of what Steele said was inaccurate, and the 
documentation in the Woods File did not support it. 

The documentation in the Woods File relied upon for this assertion was a 
written summary of the meeting in early October with Steele. The summary was 
drafted by Case Agent 2 and, as noted above, was emailed to the Crossfire 
Hurricane team a day after the meeting. This Woods document, however, did not 
state or otherwise indicate that Steele only provided the information to his business 
associate and the FBI. Indeed, the Woods document noted that Steele told the 
team that he also had provided his election reports to his contacts at the State 
Department. Neither Case Agent 1 nor SSA 1, who performed the Woods 
Procedures on this application, noted this error, and it is not clear upon what basis 
they believed they had verified the factual assertion in the footnote about the FBI's 
assessment of who provided information to the media for the September 23 news 
article. Both Case Agent 1 and SSA 1 told the OIG that they may have mistakenly 
been thinking the footnote said Steele gave the information to the "U.S. 
government" rather than "the FBI." 

As described in Chapter Six, during his OIG interview, Steele told us that in 
September he and Simpson gave an "off-the-record" briefing to a small number of 
journalists about his reporting. Steele said he did not have permission to disclose 
to the OIG who attended this briefing but acknowledged that Yahoo News was 
identified in one of the court filings in the foreign litigation as having been 
present.304 The author of the Yahoo News article reported publicly in February 2018 
that he received a briefing from Steele on the information discussed in the article 

304 Steele told us that he did not know if the "Western intelligence source" cited in the 
September 23 Yahoo News article was a reference to him. He said he had understood that the media 
briefing he gave was "off-the-record." He said that he believed that Yahoo News had a source in the 
FBI or otherwise in the U.S. government who provided the information in the article. As we described 
in Chapter Four, the author of the Yahoo News article has written that Steele was the "Western 
intelligence source." See Russian Roulette: The Inside Story of Putin's War on America and the 
Election of Donald Trump (New York: Grand Central Publishing, 2018), 227. 
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before the article was published, although the author also stated that he did not 
rely solely on Steele in his reporting. 305 

Neither of the FBI's two written summaries of the meeting in early October 
2016 with Steele indicate that Steele was asked specifically about the article or 
generally about contacts with the media. During our interview with Steele, he told 
us that he was "fairly sure" the FBI team did not ask him at the meeting or at any 
other time, but that had they asked, he would have told them about his interactions 
with the media. The OI Attorney surmised in an October 14 email to the QI Unit 
Chief that the FBI team had not asked Steele those questions. The OI Attorney told 
us that he did not recall whether he sought or received clarity on whether the FBI 
team had specifically asked Steele about the Yahoo News disclosure. He said that 
he probably would have included more information in the application if he had 
additional clarity on that point. 

As detailed in Chapter Four, we found no documentation demonstrating that 
Steele was asked by the FBI whether he was the source of the Yahoo News article 
disclosure or told the FBI he was not. Handling Agent 1 told us that he had no idea 
how the FBI made its assessment that Steele's business associate or the law firm 
likely provided the information to the media. We found that the basis for that 
assessment was neither accurate nor supported by appropriate documentation, 
demonstrating a failure in the Woods process. Further, as we describe in Chapter 
Seven, as the FBI learned new information about Steele's disclosures to the 
media-from the source himself, from Department attorney Bruce Ohr, and from 
media reports of the source's admissions in court filings in the foreign litigation­
the FBI did not make changes in any of the three later FISA renewal applications to 
reflect this new information. 

E. Papadopoulos's Denials to an FBI CHS in September 2016 

As described earlier, one of the main elements relied upon by the FBI in 
support of its probable cause showing was the FFG information concerning George 
Papadopoulos and the reported offer or suggestion of assistance from the Russians 
to someone associated with the Trump campaign. Specifically, the government 
stated the following in the FISA application: 

In or about March 2016, George Papadopoulos [footnote omitted] and 
Carter Page (the target of this application) were publicly identified by 
Candidate #1 as part of his/her foreign policy team. Based on 
reporting from a friendly foreign government, which has provided 
reliable information in the past...the FBI believes that the Russian 
Government's efforts are being coordinated with Page and perhaps 
other individuals associated with Candidate #l's campaign. In or 
about July 2016, the above-referenced friendly foreign government 
provided information to a senior official within the U.S. [government] 

305 See "Yahoo News' Michael Isikoff Describes Crucial Meeting Cited in Nunes Memo," Yahoo 
News, February 2, 2018, www.yahoo.com/news/yahoo-news-michael-isikoff-describes-crucial· 
meeting-cited-nunes-memo-231005733.html (accessed Dec. 2, 2019). 
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regarding efforts made by the Russian Government to influence the 
2016 U.S. Presidential election. Specifically, according to this 
information, during a meeting in or about April 2016 between officials 
of the friendly foreign government and George 
Papadopoulos ... Papadopoulos suggested that Candidate #l's campaign 
had received some kind of suggestion from Russia that Russia could 
assist with the anonymous release of information during the campaign 
that would be damaging to another candidate for U.S. President 
(Candidate #2). It was unclear whether Papadopoulos or the Russians 
were referring to material acquired publicly or through other means. 
It was also unclear from this reporting how Candidate #l's campaign 
reacted to the alleged Russian offer. Nevertheless, as discussed 
below, the FBI believes that election influence efforts are being 
coordinated between the RIS and Page, and possibly others. 306 

However, during a September 2016 CHS meeting conducted by the FBI, 
which was consensually monitored, Papadopoulos told an FBI CHS that, to his 
knowledge, no one associated with the Trump campaign was collaborating with 
Russia or with outside groups like WikiLeaks in the release of emails. The FISA 
application did not include the statements Papadopoulos made to this CHS that 
were in conflict with information included in the FISA application. 

Case Agent 1 told us that he did not recall whether he advised the 01 
Attorney about Papadopoulos's denial in September 2016 but that, if he did not, it 
may have been an oversight. He also said that the Crossfire Hurricane team's 
assessment was that the Papadopoulos denial was a rehearsed response, and that 
he did not view the information as particularly germane to the investigation of 
Carter Page. 307 We were advised by NSD that it did not know about this denial by 
Papadopoulos until May 2018, after ODAG found the information while reviewing 
documents for possible production to Congressional committees. The OI Attorney 
told us that he had no memory of being aware of this CHS meeting at any time 
before May 2018. 

As described in Chapter Eight, in July 2018, after learning this information, 
NSD submitted a letter to the FISC under Rule 13{a) of the Court's Rules of 
Procedure, notifying the court of additional information relevant to the Carter Page 
FISA applications. The Rule 13(a) letter included Papadopoulos's statements to the 

306 Although the application stat-ed that the meeting between the FFG and Papadopoulos 
occurred in April 2016, FBI documents indicate the meeting occurred in May 2016. 

307 After reviewing a draft of this report, Case Agent 1 told the OIG that he and the team 
discounted Papadopoulos's denials for several reasons, but that, in hindsight, he now realizes that 
those denials, and the team's assessment of those denials, should have been shared with OI "in order 
for (QI) to make the determination whether [those denials] should be in the application." 
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FBI CHS in September 2016, as well as similar statements Papadopoulos made to a 
CHS in late October 2016, after the first application was filed. 308 The letter stated: 

The above-described additional background information concerning 
Papadopou!os's September 2016 meeting with [an FBI CHS] and 
October 2016 discussion with a separate CHS would have been 
included in the applications had it been known to NSD at the time, as 
Papadopoulos's statements relate to the question of whether 
Papadopoulos was aware of or involved in coordination of election 
influence efforts between the RIS and members of Candidate # l's 
campaign. Even had this information been included, the totality of 
information submitted in these applications concerning Page's activities 
was sufficient to support the Court's finding of probable cause that 
Page was acting as an agent of a foreign power. [Footnote omitted]. 

Evans told the OIG that a FISA target's denial of facts asserted in a FISA 
application should be included in the application, even in instances where the FBI 
makes an assessment that the target making the denial is not being candid or 
truthful. According to Evans, there was no question in his mind that the 
Papadopoulos denial to the CHS in September 2016 was relevant to the court's 
consideration of the first application. In fact, later renewal applications advised the 
court of denials made by Papadopoulos to the FBI over the course of several 
interviews in 2017, as well as the FBI's belief that Papadopoulos provided 
misleading and incomplete information. 309 

F. Carter Page's Denials to an FBI CHS in August and October 
2016 

As described earlier in this chapter, the FBI conducted CHS meetings 
involving Carter Page in August and October 2016. We found that statements 
made by Page during these meetings, which conflicted with information included in 
the first FISA application, were not provided by the FBI to OI, and were not 
disclosed in the first FISA application. 

In August 2016, as we describe in Chapter Ten, the FBI consensually 
monitored and recorded a meeting between Carter Page and an FBI CHS, during 
which Page said that he had "literally never met" or "said one word to" Paul 
Manafort, and that Manafort had not responded to any of Page's emails. Page 

308 In a footnote, the letter also advised the court that Papadopoulos made similar statements 
to the FBI during an inteiview in late January 2017, after Renewal Application No. 1 was filed and 
before Renewal Application No. 2. 

389 As described later in Chapter Eight, in February 2017, the FBI inteiviewed Joseph Mifsud 
who the FBI believed communicated to Papadopoulos the alleged offer from the Russians. According 
to FBI documents, Mifsud denied having advance knowledge that Russia was in possession of DNC 
emails and denied passing any offers or proffers to Papadopoulos. As described in Chapter Eight, this 
information was not included in the later renewal applications. 
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made similar statements during one of his interviews with the FBI in March 2017. 310 

Although the first Carter Page FISA application and subsequent renewal applications 
alleged that Page was acting as an intermediary between Manafort and the Russian 
government as part of a "well-developed conspiracy" (from Report 95), none of the 
applications included statements from Carter Page to the CHS that conflicted with 
the conspiracy allegation. 

The statements made by Page in August 2016 were not provided to OI prior 
to the filing of the first FISA application. The or Attorney told us that, like the 
September 2016 CHS meeting involving Papadopoulos, he had no memory of being 
made aware of Page's August 2016 statements regarding Manafort before the first 
FISA application was filed. Case Agent 1 told us that he did not discuss these 
statements with the OI Attorney because he did not view them as contrary to the 
allegations in Report 95, in that it was possible that Manafort used Page as an 
intermediary without communicating directly with Page.311 

We found that information about the August 2016 meeting was first shared 
with the OI Attorney on or about June 20, 2017, when Case Agent 6 sent the OI 
Attorney a 163-page document containing the statements made by Page during the 
meeting. As described in Chapter Seven, Case Agent 6, to bolster probable cause, 
had added to the draft of FISA Renewal Application No. 3 statements that Page 
made during this meeting about an "October Surprise" involving an "email dump" of 
"33 thousand" emails. The OI Attorney told us that he used the 163-page 
document to accurately quote in the final renewal application Page's statements 
concerning the "October Surprise," but that he did not read the other aspects of the 
document and that the case agent did not flag for him the statements Page made 
about Manafort. The OI Attorney told us that these statements, which were 
available to the FBI before the first application, should have been flagged by the 
FBI for inclusion in all of the FISA applications because they were relevant to the 
court's assessment of the allegations concerning Manafort's use of Page as an 
intermediary with Russia. Case Agent 6 told us that he did not know that Page 
made the statement about Manafort because the August 2016 meeting took place 
before he was assigned to the investigation. He said that the reason he knew 
about the "October Surprise" statements in the document was that he had heard 
about them from Case Agent 1 and did a word search to find the specific discussion 
of that topic. 

Regarding the similar statement Page made during one of his March 2017 
interviews with the FBI, the OI Attorney told us that Case Agent 6 also did not flag 
this statement for him, but added that he (OI Attorney) should have noticed the 

310 According to Evans, Page's statement concerning Manafort in August 2016 "arguably 
carries more significance" than Page's later statements because the August 2016 statements took 
place before Page would have learned from the media that he was under investigation by the FBI. 

311 After reviewing a draft of this report, Case Agent l told the OIG that, because the 
Crossfire Hurricane team did not receive Report 95 until several weeks after Page told the CHS that he 
had "literally never met" Manafort, Case Agent 1 "may have overlooked'' this statement when the FISA 
application was being prepared. He acknowledged that he should have provided the information to 
the OI attorney. 
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statement himself in the interview summary Case Agent 6 forwarded to him on 
March 24, 2017, since it was only five pages, and the OI Attorney had read the 
entire document. 

As described previously, the FISA application contained several statements 
Carter Page made to an FBI CHS during a consensually monitored and recorded 
meeting in October 2016, before the first FISA application was filed. In an email 
sent the same day as the CHS meeting to Case Agent 1 and other members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team, the OGC Attorney asked the team to promptly send OI 
information about the meeting, including, among other things, any "exculpatory" 
statements made by Carter Page during this meeting, which was "probably the 
most important" information to provide to OI. Case Agent 1 thereafter provided to 
OI, on the same day as the October 2016 meeting, some of the statements made 
by Page to the CHS. 

We determined, however, that the information Case Agent 1 provided to OI, 
which was incorporated into the first FISA application, did not fully or accurately 
describe the information obtained by the FBI as a result of the meeting. According 
to the first FISA application, Page told the CHS during the meeting that the 
Russians would be giving him an "open checkbook." The application further stated 
that Page did not "provide [the CHS] any specific details to refute, dispel, or clarify 
the media reporting" regarding Page's contacts with Russian officials Sechin and 
Divyekin, but that he made "vague statements that minimized his activities." 
However, the application failed to include Page's statement during the meeting in 
which Page specifically denied meeting with Sechin and Divyekin, and denied even 
knowing who Divyekin was. The application did not contain these denials even 
though the application relied upon the allegations In Report 94 that Page had secret 
meetings with both Sechin and Divyekin while in Moscow in July 2016. The 
application also failed to include the fact that Page denied to the CHS knowing 
anything about the disclosure by Wikileaks of hacked DNC emails, which was 
contrary to the information from Report 95 in the application. Further, the 
application alleged that "Page helped influence" the Republican Party "to alter [its] 
platform to be more sympathetic to the Russian cause." However, it did not 
reference the fact that Page said to the CHS during their meeting that he "stayed 
clear of that-there was a lot of conspiracy theories that I was one of them ... [but] 
totally off the record ... members of our team were working on that, and ... in 
retrospect it's way better off that ! ... remained at arms length."312 

When we asked Case Agent 1 why he failed to provide this information from 
the October CHS meeting to the OI Attorney in advance of the first FISA 
application, he told us that he did not think that Page's statements on these issues 
were specific. We noted, however, Case Agent 1 used the transcripts of the 
recording as the support in the Woods File for the statements in the FISA 

312 Page made other statements denying culpability to a FBI CHS during a consensually 
recorded meeting in January 2017, in which he generally criticized the Steele reports that had recently 
been published by BuzzFeed, calling them "complete lies," and said that the FBI was provided "false" 
evidence against him. We found no evidence that the FBI provided this information to OI for its 
consideration. 
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applications. We further noted that the documents in the Woods File specifically 
stated that Page "denied meeting with Sechin/Divyekin," and said he "stayed clear" 
of the efforts of the Republican platform committee and knew "nothing about" 
WikiLeaks. Neither Case Agent 1 nor SSA 1 noted the inconsistency during the 
Woods Procedures, even though instant messages show that SSA 1 also knew as of 
October 17 that Page denied ever knowing Divyekin. This inconsistency was also 
not noted during the Woods Procedures on the subsequent FISA renewal 
applications, and none of the three later FISA renewal applications included Page's 
denials to the CHS. 

We found no information indicating that the FBI provided OI with the 
documents containing Page's denials before finalizing the first FISA application. 
Instead, Case Agent 1 provided a summary that did not contain those denials to the 
01 Attorney and that the 01 Attorney relied upon that summary in drafting the first 
application. Evans told us that had NSD known of Page's denials regarding Sechin 
and Divyekin, it was the kind of information that would have been included in the 
application. 

Before FISA Renewal Application No. 1, was filed in January 2017, the OI 
Attorney did receive the documents containing the denials Page made to the CHS in 
October 2016. Yet, the information about the meeting remained unchanged in the 
renewal applications. The OI Attorney told us that he did not recall the 
circumstances surrounding this, but he acknowledged that he should have updated 
the descriptions in the renewal applications to include Page's denials. 

In the next chapter, we describe the FBI's activities involving Steele after the 
first FISA application, including the FBI's decision to close Steele as a CHS and the 
FBI's efforts to assess Steele's election reporting in 2016 and 2017. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
FBI ACTIVITIES INVOLVING CHRISTOPHER STEELE AFTER THE 
FIRST FISA AND FBI EFFORTS TO ASSESS STEELE'S ELECTION 

REPORTING 

As detailed in this chapter, shortly after the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Court (FISC) issued orders under FISA authorizing surveillance of Carter Page by 
the FBI, the FBI closed Steele as a Confidential Human Source (CHS) because 
Steele disclosed his relationship with the FBI to a reporter. Following the FBI's 
closure of Steele, which we describe below, several other individuals provided the 
FBI with reports prepared by Steele, some of which the FBI had not previously 
received. Among the individuals who provided Steele's information to the FBI were 
Department attorney Bruce Ohr, who we discuss below and in more detail in 
Chapter Nine. 

Additionally, following Steele's closure, the FBI disseminated the Steele 
election reporting to the U.S. Intelligence Community (USIC) and sought to have it 
included ln the January 2017 Intelligence Community Assessment (ICA) relating to 
Russian interference with the U.S. elections, in large part because the FBI believed 
the information in Steele's reports to be credible, although the FBI made clear to 
the USIC that the information in the reports had not been fully corroborated. The 
FBI also made attempts in 2016 and 2017 to further assess the reliability of 
Steele's reports. Through those efforts, as we discuss in this chapter, the FBI 
discovered discrepancies between Steele's reporting and statements sub-sources 
made to the FBI, which raised doubts about the reliability of some of Steele's 
reports. The FBI also assessed the possibility that Russia was funneling 
disinformation to Steele, and the possibility that disinformation was included in his 
election reports. 

As we describe in this chapter, the FBI concluded, among other things, that 
although consistent with known efforts by Russia to interfere in the 2016 U.S. 
elections, much of the material in the Steele election reports, including allegations 
about Donald Trump and members of the Trump campaign relied upon in the Carter 
Page FISA applications, could not be corroborated; that certain allegations were 
Inaccurate or inconsistent with information gathered by the Crossfire Hurricane 
team; and that the limited information that was corroborated related to time, 
location, and title information, much of which was publicly available. 

I. Steele's Briefing to Mother .Jones and the FBI's Closure of Steele as a 
CHS in November 2016 

At the end of October 2016, Steele provided a briefing to a Mother Jones 
reporter in which Steele disclosed that he had provided the FBI with information 
showing connections between candidate Trump and his campaign and the Russian 
government. On October 31, 2016, three days after then FBI Director James 
Corney's public announcement that the FBI was reopening its investigation into 
then Secretary Clinton's use of a private email server based on the receipt of new 
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evidence, Mother Jones published an article titled "A Veteran Spy Has Given the FBI 
Information Alleging a Russian Operation to Cultivate Donald Trump." The article 
described the work of a "well-placed Western intelligence source" with a 
background in Russian intelligence who was sharing information with the FBI. The 
article presented information contained in Report 80, and quoted the officer as 
stating that, based on his interactions with the FBI, "(i]t's quite clear there was or 
is a pretty substantial inquiry going on." 

Steele's handling agent, Handling Agent 1, told the OIG that he first learned 
of the Mother Jones article on November 1 when SSA 1 emailed him a copy. 
Handling Agent 1 telephoned Steele that day and asked him if he had spoken with 
the author of the article. According to Handling Agent 1 's records, Steele confirmed 
that he had spoken with the author. Handling Agent l's notes state that Steele was 
"concerned about the behavior of [the FBI] and was troubled by the actions of (the 
FBI] last Friday" (i.e., Corney's announcement concerning the discovery of 
additional Clinton emails). The notes also state that Handling Agent 1 advised 
Steele that he must cease collecting information for the FBI, and it was unlikely 
that the FBI would continue a relationship with him. Handling Agent 1 told us he 
had no further contact with Steele after the November 1 telephone call. 

Upon learning of Steele's actions, then Assistant Director E.W. "Bill" Priestap 
decided that Steele had to be closed immediately. Senior leaders in the FBI's 
International Operations Division concurred with this decision during a meeting on 
November 3 and advised the FBI's Legal Attache (Legat) in the European city 
where, as described in Chapter Four, members of the Crossfire Hurricane team met 
with Steele in early October, that the decision to close Steele was "non-negotiable." 
Handling Agent 1 finalized the necessary paperwork on November 17, 2016, which 
stated that Steele was closed on November 1 and was being closed for cause due to 
his disclosure of his confidential relationship with the FBI to a third party. 313 Strzok 
told the OIG that the FBI closed Steele "because he was a control problem. We did 
not close him because we thought he was [a] fabricator." According to Strzok, 
Steele's decisions to discuss his reporting with the media and to disclose his 
relationship with the FBI were "horrible and it hurt what we were doing, and no 
question, he shouldn't have done it." 

As a consequence of his closing, Handling Agent 1 halted payment of 
$15,000 to Steele. Handling Agent 1 told the OIG that the FBI never paid Steele 
for information related to the 2016 U.S. elections. FBI records show that Steele's 
last payment occurred on August 12, 2016, and was for information furnished to 
the FBI's Cyber and Counterintelligence Divisions (CD) that was unrelated to the 
2016 U.S. elections. 

Steele told us that by the time of the Mother Jones interview, he and Glenn 
Simpson of Fusion GPS had decided not to continue with the FBI because the FBI 

313 The Source Oosing Communication document included the following: "Was the individual 
aware of hiS/her status as a CHS? Yes." As we described in Chapter Four, Steele told us he was not a 
CHS for the FBI and was never advised by Handling Agent 1 that he was a CHS-a claim that Handling 
Agent 1 disputes. 

173 



10630

348 

"was being deceitful." In particular, Steele stated that he had asked Ohr and 
possibly Handling Agent 1 prior to late October 2016 why the U.S. government had 
not announced that the FBI was investigating allegations concerning the Trump 
campaign. Steele said that he was told in response that the Hatch Act made it a 
criminal offense for a federal official to make a public statement within 90 days of 
an election to the detriment or benefit of a candidate. 314 Both Ohr and Handling 
Agent 1 told us that they had no recollection of discussing the Hatch Act with 
Steele. Steele explained that he became frustrated with the FBI at the end of 
October when Corney notified Congress close to the election that the FBI was 
reopening the Clinton email investigation and The New York Times quoted law 
enforcement officials as saying that they had found no direct link between Trump 
and the Russian government.315 Steele said that he, his firm, and his clients 
believed it was not appropriate for the FBI to make announcements in violation of 
the Hatch Act while at the same time not disclosing its investigative activity 
concerning the Trump campaign. According to Steele, the FBI's conduct compelled 
him to choose between his client and the FBI, and he chose his client because he 
believed that the FBI had misled him. Steele said that Simpson arranged for the 
video conference interview with Mother Jones and Simpson actively participated in 
the call along with Steele. Steele told us that he believed the interview was "off the 
record" and under the same rules as his other interviews arranged by Simpson. He 
does not know whether Simpson either before or after the interview may have 
changed the rules. 

According to FBI officials, knowledge of Steele's disclosure to Mother Jones 
did not cause the team to reassess whether Steele was also the source of the 
disclosures to Yahoo News in September 2016. As described in Chapter Seven, the 
language in the Carter Page FISA Renewal Application No. 1 regarding the 
September 23 Yahoo News article remained unchanged, again stating that the FBI 
"does not believe that Source #1 [Steele] directly provided this information to 
[Yahoo News]." The National Security Division's (NSD) Office of Intelligence (OI) 
Unit Chief's notes from a November 29 meeting with the OI Attorney drafting the 
Carter Page FISA renewal application and the FBI Office of the General Counsel 
(OGC) Attorney stated "[Steele] was not the leaker to Yahoo" and noted "DD 
[Deputy Director] has signed off on requesting the FISA renewal."316 The OI Unit 
Chief told us that the OGC Attorney made this statement, but that the OGC 
Attorney did not provide a basis for the assertion regarding the Yahoo News article. 
During his OIG interview, we asked the OGC Attorney if he knew the reason for the 
FBI's belief that Steele was not the leaker to Yahoo News and he said he was under 
the impression that Simpson was sharing the information with other entities. SSA 1 

314 The Hatch Act is codified at 5 U.S.C. §§ 7321-7326. Section 7323(a)(1) provides that "an 
employee may not use his official authority or influence for the purpose of interfering with or affecting 
the result of an election." 

315 "Investigating Donald Trump, F.B.I. Sees No Clear Link to Russia," The New York Times, 
October 31, 2016. 

316 As described in Chapter Seven, then Deputy Director Andrew McCabe told us that as 
Deputy Director he did not approve FISA requests before they were submitted to OI, but following the 
disclosures to Mother Jones, the FBI was comfortable seeking a FISA renewal targeting Carter Page. 
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and Case Agent 1 told us they did not recall any discussions about changing the 
FBI's assessment in the FISA application concerning the Yahoo News disclosure 
after learning Steele was responsible for the disclosure to Mother Jones. On 
December 19, 2016, Case Agent 1 interviewed then FBI General Counsel James 
Baker regarding his interactions with a Mother Jones reporter and Baker told Case 
Agent 1 that the reporter advised Baker that a former intelligence official "was 
passing information 'around town"' about Trump. Case Agent 1 sald that by this 
time, the team had also heard rumors that Steele's reporting had been "floated 
around/' so it was not clear to them who made the Yahoo News disclosure. 
Further, we were told that, after the FBI closed Steele as a CHS, the team was not 
going to have further communications with Steele. 

II. The FBI Receives Additional Steele Reporting Post-Election 

Following the November 2016 U.S. elections, several third parties provided 
the FBI with additional Steele election reporting, which the FBI included in its 
validation efforts. Baker told the OIG that a Mother Jones reporter contacted him 
and furnished him with nine reports from Steele, four of which Steele had not 
previously provided to the FBI. 317 As described above, Baker was interviewed by 
Case Agent 1 and Baker's discussion with the Mother Jones reporter was 
documented in an FBI FD-302 report. According to the FD-302, Baker received a 
collection of Steele's reports from the Mother Jones reporter, which Baker 
forwarded to Priestap for analysis. 318 

Several weeks later, on December 9, 2016, Senator John McCain provided 
Corney with a collection of 16 Steele election reports, 5 of which Steele had not 
given the FBI. 319 McCain had obtained these reports from a staff member at the 
McCain Institute. The McCain Institute staff member had met with Steele and later 
acquired the reports from Simpson. Steele told the OIG that a former European 
Ambassador to Russia who generally was familiar with Steele's election reporting 
informed Steele that the former Ambassador would be meeting with Senator 
McCain at a conference in Nova Scotia in November, and asked Steele whether he 
wanted the former Ambassador to talk with McCain about the election reporting. 
Steele said he replied that he did, which resulted in the McCain Institute staff 
member visiting Steele in Europe in late November. According to deposition 
testimony the McCain Institute staff member provided in foreign litigation, during 

317 The nine Steele reports were Reports 80, 94, 95, 97, 105, 111, 112, 134, and 136. The 
FBI had not previously obtained Reports 97, 105, and 112 from Steele. According to an FBI FD-302, 
in a conversation later that month, the Mother Jones reporter advised Baker that the Steele reports 
also had been furnished to two Members of Congress, and that Steele was surprised that his reporting 
had not received more attention in the media. 

3:s The Mother Jones reporter has stated publicly that he provided Steele reports to Baker. 
See "A New Right-Wing Smear Campaign Targets a Former FBI Official to Distract From Russia 
Scand a!," Mother Jones, www.motheriones.com/politics/ 2019/01/a-new-rig ht-wing-smear-campaign­
targets-a-former-fbi-official-to-distract-from-rnssia-scandal/ (accessed November 22, 2019). 

319 These were Steele Reports 80, 86, 94, 95, 97, 100, 101, 102, 105, 111, 112, 113, 130, 
134, 135, and 136. FBI records show that the FBI had not previously received Reports 86, 97, 105, 
112 and 113 from Steele. 
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this visit Steele discussed his reporting with the staff member and showed the staff 
member a piece of paper on which Steele had written the true names of his sub­
sources, although the staff member could not recall them. Steele told us that he 
shared some of the sub-source names with the staff member because the staff 
member was a "Russia expert" and had been tasked by Senator McCain to 
determine whether Steele's reporting was serious. The staff member also testified 
that Steele explained to him that the information in the reports needed to be 
corroborated and verified and that Steele was not in a position "to vouch for 
everything that was produced .... " 

Additionally, as we detail in Chapter Nine, on December 10, Department 
attorney Bruce Ohr received a thumb drive from Simpson containing some of 
Steele's election reports and provided the thumb drive to the FBI.320 Included 
among the reports on the thumb drive was a document that the Crossfire Hurricane 
team had not previously seen, which recounted that a senior official in the Russian 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs had reported that a rumor was circulating that President­
elect Trump's delay in appointing a new Secretary of State was the result of an 
"intervention" by Putin and the Kremlin, and that they had requested Trump 
appoint a "Russia-friendly" figure who was prepared to lift sanctions against Russia. 

Finally, by early January 2017, BuzzFeed had obtained copies of some of the 
Steele election reports during a meeting with the McCain Institute staff member 
and published them as part of an article titled "These Reports Allege Trump Has 
Deep Ties to Russia."321 Included in this collection was Report 166, another report 
that previously had not been shared with the FBI. It included allegations that 
Trump attorney Michael Cohen had held secret discussions in Prague in late 
summer 2016 with representatives of the Kremlin and "associated 
operators/hackers," and that the "anti-Clinton hackers" had been paid by the 
"[Trump] team" and Kremlin. 322 The FBI eventually concluded that these 
allegations against Cohen and the "Trump team" were not true. 

320 These were the same Steele reports that Senator McCain gave to Corney on December 9, 
except that the thumb drive did not include Report 130. 

321 Steele testified in foreign litigation that he did not provide his reports to journalists or 
media organizations and did not authorize anyone to share them. According to the l\ilcCain Institute 
staff member's testimony in the same litigation, Steele requested that the staff member meet with 
BuzzFeed, and that Steele neither requested nor prohibited the staff member from sharing the reports 
with BuzzFeed. Additionally, the staff member testified that Steele was aware that the staff member 
was furnishing Steele's reports to The Washington Post. Steele told the OIG that he trusted the staff 
member to handle his reports discretely and that the staff member betrayed that trust. Steele 
explained that the staff member had spent his career handling sensitive intelligence. Steele also said 
he understood from a former Ambassador that Senator McCain requested that Steele trust the staff 
member. Steele said he was "absolutely flabbergastedn when BuzzFeed published his election reports. 

322 On January 10, 2017, following the media release of the Steele election reports, Strzok 
texted Lisa Page: 

6:09 p.m.: "Sitting with Bill watching CNN. A TON more out." 
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III. The FBI Disseminates the Steele Reporting to the U.S. Intelligence 
Community and Seeks to Have It Included in the January 2017 
Intelligence Community Assessment 

According to the Supervisory Intelligence Analyst {Supervisory Intel Analyst), 
the FBI first shared Steele's reporting with other U.S. government intelligence 
agencies in December 2016, when the FBI provided it to an interagency !CA 
drafting team that was set up in response to a request from President Obama to 
complete a comprehensive assessment of the Russian government's intentions and 
actions concerning the 2016 elections.323 Members of the interagency ICA drafting 
team from the FBI, National Security Agency (NSA), and Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA), with oversight from the Office of the Director of National Intelligence 
(ODNI), worked jointly to prepare a report known as the Intelligence Community 
Assessment (ICA}. As part of these efforts, both Priestap and the FBI's Section 
Chief of CD's Analysis Section 1 (Intel Section Chief) wrote to the CIA in separate 
correspondence and described Steele as "reliable." 

Whether and how to present Steele's reporting in the ICA was a topic of 
significant discussion within the FBI and with the other agencies participating in 
drafting the ICA. On December 16, 2016, the Intel Section Chief explained in an 
email to the FBI: 

DD [Deputy Director] wants the [Steele] reporting included in the 
submission with some level of detail, to include the newest stuff that 
[Supervisory Intel Analyst] can send you on the red side. Include 
details like the potential compromising material, etc. Can you please 
add a section {characterizing [Steele] obviously) in coordination with 
[Supervisory Intel Analyst]? 

The Intel Section Chief told us that he asked then Deputy Director Andrew 
McCabe whether McCabe wanted to limit the FBI's submission to information 
concerning Russian election interference or to also include allegations against 
candidate Trump. The Intel Section Chief said that McCabe understood President 
Obama's request for the ICA to require the participating agencies to share all 
information relevant to Russia and the 2016 elections, and the Steele election 
reporting qualified at a minimum due to concerns over possible Russian attempts to 
blackmail Trump. That same day, the Intel Section Chief sent to Priestap, Strzok, 
and another senior official in CD an updated draft of the FBI's submission for the 

6:18 p.m.: "Hey let me know when you can talk. We're discussing whether, now that this is 
out, we use it as a pretext to go interview some people." 

Strzok told the OIG that he believed these texts were referencing the possibility of 
interviewing one of Trump's attorneys, Michael Cohen, and Manafort using the release of the Steele 
reports as the stated reason for seeking the interview, without revealing the ongoing Investigation. 
Strzok said the media release of the reports would be a logical reason for the FBI to interview Cohen 
and Manafort without alerting them to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

323 Strzok said that he believed that the FBI also may have furnished the Steele election 
reports to the intelligence service of a friendly foreign government but he did not have a specific 
recollection of it. 
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ICA with the following explanation: "Attached is the updated draft of [the] FBI's 
submission to the POTUS-tasked election targeting study. It now incorporates the 
[Steele) reporting at the DD's [Deputy Director's] request. This has obviously 
increased the sensitivity of the attached document." The Intel Section Chief said 
that the heightened sensitivity resulted from the reporting's allegations of collusion: 
"The minute we put the [Steele election reporting] in there, it goes from what you'd 
expect the FBI to be collecting in a counterintelligence context to direct allegations 
about collusion with the Trump campaign." 

The following day, December 17, Corney completed his review of the FBI's 
draft submission for the ICA and emailed Priestap, McCabe, Strzok, the Intel 
Section Chief, the FBI Director's Chief of Staff, and Baker describing a call he had 
with then Director of National Intelligence (DNI) James Clapper: 

Thanks. Looks okay to me. FYI: During a secure call last night on 
this general topic, I informed the DNI that we would be contributing 
the [Steele] reporting (although I didn't use that name) to the IC 
[Intelligence Community] effort. I stressed that we were proceeding 
cautiously to understand and attempt to verify the reporting as best 
we can, but we thought it important to bring it forward to the IC effort. 
I told him the source of the material, which included salacious material 
about the President-Elect, was a former [ 

who appears to be a credible person with a source and 
sub-source network in position to report on such things, but we could 
not vouch for the material. (I said nothing further about the source or 
our efforts to verify). 

I added that I believed that the material, in some form or fashion, had 
been widely circulated in Washington and that Senator McCain had 
delivered to me a copy of the reports and Senator Burr had mentioned 
to me the part about Russian knowledge of sexual activity by the 
President-Elect while in Russia. The DNI asked whether anyone in the 
White House was aware of this and I said "not to my knowledge." He 
thanked me for letting him know and we didn't discuss further. 

According to the Intel Section Chief and Supervisory Intel Analyst, as the 
interagency editing process for the ICA progressed, the CIA expressed concern 
about using the Steele election reporting in the text of the ICA. The Supervisory 
Intel Analyst explained that the CIA believed that the Steele election reporting was 
not completely vetted and did not merit inclusion in the body of the report. The 
Intel Section Chief stated that the CIA viewed it as "internet rumor." 

On December 28, 2016, McCabe wrote to the then ODNI Principal Deputy 
Director objecting to the CIA's proposal to present the Steele information in an 
appendix to the ICA. McCabe wrote: 

I would also like to speak with you tomorrow about my concerns about 
where the [Steele] references will appear in the joint report, 
notwithstanding the fact that it is officially part of the assessment. We 
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oppose CIA's current plan to include it as an appendix; there are a 
number of reasons why I feel strongly that it needs to appear in some 
fashion in the main body of the reporting, and I would welcome the 
chance to talk to you about it tomorrow. 

McCabe told the OIG that he had three reasons for believing that the Steele 
election reporting needed to be included in the ICA: (1) President Obama had 
requested "everything you have relevant to this topic of Russian influence"; (2) the 
Steele election reporting was not completely vetted, but was consistent with 
information from other sources and came from a source with "a good track record" 
that the FBI had "confidence in"; and (3) McCabe believed the FBI, as an 
institution, needed to advise the President about the Steele election reporting 
because it had been widely circulated throughout government and media circles, 
and was likely to leak into the public realm. McCabe said he felt strongly that the 
Steele election reporting belonged in the body of the ICA, because he feared that 
placing it in an appendix was "tacking it on" in a way that would "minimiz[e]" the 
information and prevent it from being properly considered. 

McCabe's view did not prevail. The final ICA report was completed early in 
the first week of January 2017, and included a short summary and assessment of 
the Steele election reporting, which was incorporated in an appendix. In the 
appendix, the intelligence agencies explained that there was "only limited 
corroboration of the source's reporting" and that Steele's election reports were not 
used "to reach analytic conclusions of the CIA/FBI/NSA assessment." The Intel 
Section Chief told us that the reference to "limited corroboration" was addressed to 
the "whole body" of Steele's reporting and not just those portions concerning 
Trump. He said that there was corroboration of certain facts as well as "the thrust" 
of the reporting regarding Russia's actions to disrupt the election and cause discord 
in the western alliance. 

We asked Corney whether he recalled having any conversations with then 
CIA Director John Brennan or other members of the USIC about how the Steele 
election reports should be presented to the President. Corney stated: 

I remember being part of a conversation, maybe more than one 
conversation, where the topic was how the [Steele] reporting would be 
integrated, if at all, into the IC assessment. And I don't remember 
participating in debates about that. I think I was just told, in, I think, 
in a meeting with Clapper and Brennan and Rogers [then NSA 
Director], that the IC analysts found it credible on its face and 
gravamen of it, and consistent with our other information, but not in a 
position where they would integrate it into the IC assessment. But 
they thought it was important enough and consistent enough that it 
ought to be part of the package in some way, and so they had come 
up with this idea to make an [appendix]. I remember, I don't think I 
was part of a debate about that, as I said, but I remember a 
conversation where I was told that's how it would be handled and my 
reaction was, okay, that's reasonable. 
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According to Corney, the inclusion of the Steele election reporting as an 
appendix to the ICA was not a value judgment about the quality of the information. 
Instead, it reflected the relatively uncorroborated and incomplete status of the FBI's 
assessment. Corney told the OIG that the Steele election reporting was "not ripe 
enough, mature enough, to be in a finished intelligence product." 

On January 5, 2017, Clapper, then NSA Director Michael Rogers, Brennan, 
and Corney briefed the ICA report to President Obama and his national security 
team, followed by a briefing for Congressional leadership on the morning of January 
6, 2017, and finally a briefing for then President-elect Trump and his national 
security team on the afternoon of January 6, 2017. Corney told the OIG that the 
plan for the ICA briefing of President-elect Trump had two parts. The first part of 
the briefing, jointly conducted by Oapper, Brennan, Rogers, and Corney, involved 
advising Trump and his national security team of the overall conclusions of the ICA. 
The second part of the briefing involved notifying the President-elect of information 
from Steele's reporting that concerned Trump's alleged sexual activities in Moscow 
several years earlier. Corney stated that the other USIC Directors agreed that 
Trump had to be briefed on this information, and Clapper decided the briefing 
should be done by Corney in a small group or alone with the President-elect. 

According to an email Corney sent to FBI officials on January 7, 2017, Corney 
mentioned during the initial portion of the briefing a piece of Steele's reporting that 
indicated Russia had files of derogatory information on both Clinton and the 
President-elect. Corney's email stated that a member of Trump's national security 
team asked during the briefing whether the FBI was "trying to dig into the 
sub-sources" to gain a better understanding of the situation, and Corney responded 
in the affirmative. 

Corney's email reflects that, after the first portion of the meeting ended, 
Corney stayed behind to speak with President-elect Trump alone about the part of 
the Steele election reporting that dealt with Trump's alleged sexual activity. 
Corney's email reflects that he explained that according to Steele's sub-sources, the 
Russians had a file on the President-elect's alleged sexual activities while in Russia 
and possessed tapes of him with prostitutes at the Presidential Suite at the Ritz 
Carlton hotel in Moscow. The email further states that Corney explained that the 
material was "inflammatory stuff" and that a news organization "would get killed for 
reporting straight up from the source reports." In testimony before Congress, 
Corney has described this part of his email as communicating that "it was salacious 
and unverified material that a responsible journalist wouldn't report without 
corroborating in some way." Corney told the OIG that he informed President-elect 
Trump that the FBI did not know whether the allegations were true or false and that 
the FBI was not investigating them. 324 

324 In the OIG's Report of Investigation of Former Federal Bureau of Investigation Director 
James Comey's Disclosure of Sensitive Investigative Information and Handling of Certain Memoranda 
(August 2019), we described Corney's creation of the January 7, 2017 email that memorialized his 
January 6, 2017 meeting with Trump. Prior to this meeting, Corney met with senior leaders of the 
FBI and the Crossfire Hurricane investigation and discussed a number of concerns about Corney 
meeting 
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After BuzzFeed published the Steele election reports on January 10, 2017, 
and news reports began describing the January 6 ICA briefing of President-elect 
Trump, Clapper informed Corney by email on January 11 that he had a telephone 
conversation with President-elect Trump that included discussion of the Steele 
"[election reporting]." Clapper included in the email to Corney a draft media 
statement by Clapper for public release, which stated that "[t]he IC [Intelligence 
Community] has not made any judgment that the information in [the Steele 
election reporting] is reliable, and we did not rely upon it in any way for our 
conclusions" in the ICA. Corney responded to the email with proposed revisions to 
Clapper's text: 

I just had a chance to review the proposed talking points on this for 
today. Perhaps it is a nit, but I worry that it may not be best to say 
"The IC has not made any judgment that the information in the 
document is reliable." I say that because we HAVE concluded that the 
source [Steele] is reliable and has a track record with us of reporting 
reliable information; we have some visibility into his source network, 
some of which we have determined to be sub-sources in a position to 
report on such things; and much of what he reports in the current 
document is consistent with and corroborative of other reporting 
included in the body of the main IC report. That said, we are not able 
to sufficiently corroborate the reporting to include in the body of the 
[ICA] report. 

That all rings in my ears as more complicated than "we have not made 
a judgment that the information in the document is reliable." It might 
be better to say that "we have not be [sic] able to sufficiently 
corroborate the information to include it in the body of our Russia 
report but, for a variety of reasons, we thought it important to include 
it in our report to our senior-most audience. 

The ODNI released Clapper's media statement on January 11, 2017, which 
was captioned "DNI Clapper Statement on Conversation with President-elect 
Trump. "325 The sentence that Corney had raised concerns about in his email to 
Clapper remained unchanged and thus Clapper's statement included the following 
sentence regarding Steele's election reporting: "The IC has not made any 

alone with Trump. One of the topics discussed was Trump's potential responses to being told about 
the "salacious" information, including that Trump might make statements, or provide information of 
value, to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Witnesses recalled agreeing that Corney should 
memorialize his meeting with Trump immediately after it occurred. Corney told the OIG that, in his 
view, it was important for the FBI executive managers to be "able to share in [Corney's] recall of 
the ... salient details of those conversations" with Trump, and that if the meeting became "a source of 
controversy" it would be important to have a clear, contemporaneous record because Corney was 
concerned that Trump might "misrepresent what happened in the encounter." 

325 The statement can be found at https://www.dni.gov/index.php/newsroom/press­
releases/item/ 1736-dni-clapper-statement-on-conversation-with-president-elect-trump (accessed Dec. 
8, 2019). 
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judgment that the information in [the Steele election reporting] is reliable, and we 
did not rely upon it in any way for our conclusions" in the ICA. 

IV. FBI Validation Efforts Following Steele's Closure as a CHS 

As described in Chapter Four, the FBI closed Steele as a CHS in November 
2016 after he disclosed his relationship with the FBI to a news outlet. Although 
Steele was no longer a CHS, the FBI continued with its efforts to valldate his 
reporting. This section describes those efforts. 

A. Information from Persons with Direct Knowledge of Steele's 
Work-Related Performance in a Prior Position 

In mid-November and December 2016, FBI officials travelled abroad and met 
with persons who previously had professional contacts with Steele or had 
knowledge of his work. 326 According to Strzok, one of the purposes of the trips was 
to obtain information regarding Steele from persons with direct knowledge of 
Steele's work-related performance in a prior position in order to help the FBI assess 
Steele's reliability. Priestap said that it was not standard practice to take such a 
trip to assess a CHS, but in this case he believed it was important due to the nature 
of the information that the CHS provided and because the FBI was under a great 
deal of scrutiny. In his view, "[t]he bottom line is we had concerns about the 
reporting the day we got it.... [S]ome of it was so sensational, that we just, we did 
not take it at face value." 

Priestap and Strzok took notes of the feedback that they received about 
Steele, some of which was positive and some of which was negative.327 Their notes 
included positive comments such as "smart," "person of integrity," "no reason to 
doubt integrity" and "[i]f he reported it, he believed it." Priestap told us that his 
impression was that Steele's former colleagues considered Steele to be a "Russia 
expert" and very competent in his work. However, Priestap and Strzok also were 
provided with various negative comments concerning Steele's judgment. Their 
notes stated: "[d]emonstrates lack of self-awareness, poor judgment;" "[k]een to 
help" but "underpinned by poor judgment;" "Judgment: pursuing people with 
political risk but no intel value;" "[d]idn't always exercise great judgment­
sometimes [he] believes he knows best;" and "[r]eportlng in good faith, but not 
clear what he would have done to validate." Priestap told us that he understood 
the commentary on Steele's judgment to mean that Steele strongly believed in his 
convictions, which did not always align with management's convictions, leading to 
conflicts over priorities. Strzok described the feedback as follows: 

And many of them ... almost without exception said, look, he is truthful. 
He has never been accused of, nor did anybody think he is an 

326 Strzok and Priestap traveled In November; Strzok, Lisa Page, the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst, SSA 1, and the OGC Unit Chief traveled in December. 

327 We discuss Priestap's and Strzok's impressions of this feedback in greater detail in Chapter 
Eight. 
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embellisher, let alone a fabricator. That, if anything, he, to the extent 
there were negatives, it was that he was the type of person who would 
sometimes follow the shiny object without, perhaps, a deep set of 
judgment about the risk that may or may not be there in terms of 
following the shiny object. But in any event, he was not the type of 
person who would fabricate something or make something up or 
mischaracterize it, either intentionally or unintentionally. 

Priestap said he interpreted the comments about Steele's judgment to mean 
that "if he latched on to something ... he thought that was the most important thing 
on the face of this earth" and added that this personality trait doesn't necessarily 
"jump out as a particularly bad or horrible [one] 1

' because, as a manager, it can be 
helpful if the "people reporting to [you] think the stuff they're working on is the 
most important thing going on" and use their best efforts to pursue it. Information 
from these meetings was shared with the Crossfire Hurricane team. However, we 
found that it was not memorialized in Steele's Delta file and therefore not 
considered in a validation review conducted by the FBI's Validation Management 
Unit (VMU) in early 2017. 328 In addition, as described in Chapter Eight, some of the 
relevant details about Steele's work-related performance in a prior position were 
not shared with OI and were not included in any of the Carter Page FISA renewal 
applications, even though the applications relied upon Steele's reporting. 

B. The FBI's Human Source Validation Review of Steele in March 
2017 

Another method that the FBI utilized to evaluate Steele was the FBI's 
standard validation As we described in Cha ter Two the validation 

rocess 
. Throughout the FBI's operation of 

Steele as a CHS, Handling Agent 1 regularly submitted ■■■■■I■■■ source 
reports that furnished information relevant to these factors. With the exception of 
Steele's last annual report, which described his disclosure of information to the 
media and resulted in his closure for cause, the reports depict Steele positively with 
no derogatory information noted. For example, the 2015 annual report states that 
"[s]ource provided relevant and significant intel on activities of Eurasian criminals 
to include oc [organized crime] members and associates, businessmen/oligarchs 
and politicians." The annual reports also noted that some of Steele's information 
had been corroborated. 

The FBI continued its validation efforts into 2017 after SSA 1 requested that 
VMU perform a Human Source Validation Review (HSVR) on Steele. 329 SSA 1 

328 Priesta told the O!G that he recalled that he ma have made a commitment to 

329 SSA 1 initially requested the HSVR in November 2016, which the Unit Chief of VMU 
confirmed. However, CD delayed the initiation of the HSVR due to the sensitivity of the subject matter 
and concerns over leaks. Strzok stated that another consideration was uncertainty about whether the 
assessment would add significant value. The HSVR was restarted in early February 2017. 
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explained that "I wanted to ensure that an independent asset validation was 
conducted by our Directorate of Intelligence, and not just the people that were 
working the Crossfire Hurricane case, to ensure the totality of his information was 
being looked at." SSA 3, who started work on the Crossfire Hurricane investigation 
in January 2017, and others recalled that there were multiple discussions about the 
need to complete an HSVR and that initiation of the review had been delayed for 
several weeks. VMU completed its report on March 23, 2017 after evaluating 
Steele's Delta file, conducting various database searches, and engaging in a limited 
email exchange with Handling Agent 1 as well as an agent on the Crossfire 
Hurricane team. The VMU assessment did not independently corroborate 
information in the Steele election reporting, but it did include searching inside FBI 
and U.S. government holdings, including Delta, for such corroboration. 330 

The validation report made a number of findings. The VMU found no issues 
regarding Steele's reliability or nothing to suggest that he had fabricated 
information, and determined that he was "suitable for continued operation" based 
on his authenticity and reliability. The report noted, however, that Steele was 
closed due to his disclosure of his FBI relatlonshi to an online ublication. The 
re ort also noted two com liance issues. First, 

The "Summary" portion of the valldation report included the following text: 

VMU assesses it is likely [Steele] has contributed to the FBI's Criminal 
Program. VMU makes this assessment with medium confidence, based 
on the fact that [Steele's] reporting has been minimally corroborated; 
his or her access and placement is commensurate with his or her 
reporting; and on the presence of one major control issue [the 
disclosure to the media) noted in [Steele's] Delta file. 

Handling Agent 1 told us that the finding that Steele's past criminal reporting 
was "minimally corroborated" was consistent with his understanding of the entire 
collection of Steele's reporting to the FBI. However, Priestap, who previously 
oversaw the work of VMU in his capacity as Deputy Assistant Director in the 
Directorate of Intelligence, explained that when he reviewed the Steele validation 
report it "jump[ ed] out" to him that the report indicated that Steele's reporting was 
"minimally corroborated." He stated: "I had always understood that [Steele] had a 
long, successful track record of reporting, that had withstood, in effect, judicial or 

330 As noted above, Steele's Delta file did not include the views of persons with direct 
knowledge of Steele's work-related performance in a prior position, obtained by Strzok and Priestap in 
December 2016, or information generated by the Transnational Organized Crime Intelligence Unit, as 
described in Chapter Four, that raised questions about the extent of Steele's apparent connections to 
Russian oligarchs. 
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court-of-law scrutiny, and so when I saw 'minimally corroborated,' that was 
different than I had understood it."331 

The validation report summary did not appear to assess Steele's 
counterintelligence and election reporting. We asked the Unit Chief of VMU 
(Validation SSA), about this and he told us "[w]e did not find corroboration for the 
[Steele election reporting]" from the holdings that VMU examined. He explained 
that, within the validation context, the term "corroboration" means that the FBI has 
received the same information from a separate source, and added that 
"uncorroborated" does not mean the information is untrue or provide a basis for 
closing the source. We asked why that finding did not appear in the validation 
report. The Validation SSA explained that "it's not common practice for us to go in 
and state the negative upfront," and "what we do is we speak to what we positively 
find."332 He added: "I think it is a logical way to stay within the bounds of staying 
with what we know. As opposed to telling you all the things we don't know." 

The VMU's decision to not include in the validation report that it did not find 
corroboration for Steele's election reporting came as a surprise to the FBI officials 
we interviewed. For example, Priestap told us that omitting that the "[Steele 
election reporting]" information was uncorroborated "defeats the whole purpose of 
us asking them to do the validation reporting." Priestap continued: 

[TJhat makes no sense to me. The whole point of having a human 
source validation section outside of the operational divisions is to 
provide an absolutely independent, unbiased, completely unbiased, 
look at the human sources. They have to do a report at the end. It's 
simply the way in which they document their findings. It is beyond me 
how somebody would undertake that effort and then not document 
their findings in that regard. That, to me, that goes against everything 
I stand for. It goes against what my organization stands for, it's like 
you are burying the results. 

Strzok said that the validation report's lack of clarity was consistent with his 
past experience with VMU, and that VMU's work is "frequently ambiguous or 
perhaps not written with the level of precision and specificity and expertise that 
might be desired." He also stated that validation reports are "rarely helpful." Both 
the Intel Section Chief and Supervisory Intel Analyst said that they did not agree 
with the Validation SSA's conclusion that the Steele [election reporting] was 
"uncorroborated." They explained that there is a distinction between facts and 

331 We discuss in Chapters Five and Eight the FISA application's source characterization 
statement that Steele's reporting had been "corroborated and used in criminal proceedings." 

332 The OIG's Audit Division recently completed a review of the FBl's CHS validation processes 
finding, among other things, that FBI validation personnel were discouraged from documenting 
conclusions from CHS validation reviews in their written reports. The OIG report made numerous 
recommendations to the FBI to revise and improve the validation process. See U.S. Department of 
Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General {OIG), Audit of the Federal Bureau of Investigation's 
Management of its Confidential Human Source Validation Processes, Audit Report 20-009 {November 
2019), at 24-26. 
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allegations, and that it would not be appropriate to characterize all of the factual 
information in the Steele election reporting as "uncorroborated."333 

Lastl , the validation re ort included a recommendation that 

Source reporting must accurately describe the reliability of 
the information or its origin. 

c. The FBI Identifies and Interviews the Primary Sub-Source in 
Early 2017 

An important aspect of the FBI's assessment of Steele's election reporting 
involved evaluating Steele's source network, especially whether the sub-sources 
had access to reliable information. As noted in the first FISA application, Steele 
relied on a primary sub-source (Primary Sub-source) for information, and this 
Primary Sub-source used a network of sub-sources to gather the information that 
was relayed to Steele; Steele himself was not the originating source of any of the 
factual information in his reporting. 334 The FBI employed multiple methods in an 
effort to ascertain the identities of the sub-sources within the network, including 
meeting with Steele in October 2016 (prior to him being closed for cause) and 
conducting various investigative inquiries. For example, the FBI determined it was 
plausible that at least some of the sub-sources had access to intelligence pertinent 
to events described in Steele's election reporting. Additionally, the FBI's evaluation 
of Steele's sub-sources generated some corroboration for the election reporting 
(primarily routine facts about dates, locations, and occupational positions that was 
mostly public source information). Further, by January 2017 the FBI was able to 
identify and arrange a meeting with the Primary Sub-source. 335 

The FBI conducted interviews of the Primary Sub-source in January I March, 
and May 2017 that raised significant questions about the reliability of the Steele 
election reporting. In particular, the FBI's interview with Steele's Primary Sub­
source in January 2017, shortly after the FBI filed the Carter Page FISA Renewal 

333 We discuss the FBI's conclusions about the reporting in Section V of this chapter. 

335 Steele did not disclose the identity of the Primary Sub-source to the FBI. 

186 



10643

361 

Application No. l and months prior to Renewal Application No. 2, raised doubts 
about the reliability of Steele's descriptions of information in his election reports. 
During the FBI's January interview, at which Case Agent 1, the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst, and representatives of NSD were present, the Primary Sub-source told the 
FBI that he/she had not seen Steele's reports until they became public that month, 
and that he/she made statements indicating that Steele misstated or exaggerated 
the Primary Sub-source's statements in multiple sections of the reporting.336 For 
example, the Primary Sub-source told the FBI that, while Report 80 stated that 
Trump's alleged sexual activities at the Ritz Carlton hotel in Moscow had been 
"confirmed" by a senior, western staff member at the hotel, the Primary Sub-source 
explained that he/she reported to Steele that Trump's alleged unorthodox sexual 
activity at the Ritz Carlton hotel was "rumor and speculation" and that he/she had 
not been able to confirm the story. A second example provided by the Primary 
Sub-source was Report 134's description of a meeting allegedly held between 
Carter Page and Igor Sechin, the President of Rosneft, a Russian energy 
conglomerate. 337 Report 134 stated that, according to a "close associate" of 
Sechin, Sechin offered "PAGE/TRUMP's associates the brokerage of up to a 19 
percent (privatized) stake in Rosneft" in return for the lifting of sanctions against 
the company. 338 The Primary Sub-source told the FBI that one of his/her sub­
sources furnished information for that part of Report 134 through a text message, 
but said that the sub-source never stated that Sechin had offered a brokerage 
interest to Page. 339 We reviewed the texts and did not find any discussion of a 
bribe, whether as an interest in Rosneft itself or a "brokerage. "340 

336 David Laufman, then Chief of NSD's Counterintelllgence and Export Control Secticm (CES), 
covered the first portion of the January interview and his Deputy Section Chief covered the remaining 
portions of the January interview. Laufman told us that he negotiated with the Primary Sub-source's 
counsel to facilitate the FBI's interview and sought to "build a cooperative relationship that 
could ... resu!t in the Bureau's being in a position to assess the validity of information in the [Steele 
election reporting] resulting from [the Primary Sub-source's] activities or the collection of [his/her] 
sub-subsources. So I saw my role as a broker to get that relationship consolidated.ff Lautman said 
that the portion of the interview he attended established the line of communication with the Primary 
Sub-source and, as he recalled, generally covered the facts in a "superficial" way. He said that after 
the completion of the interview, he never saw the FSI's written summary of the interview. 

337 According to the Supervisory Intel Analyst, the FSI was not able to prove or disprove 
Page's meeting with Sechin. The Analyst explained that Page did meet with a Rosneft official-Andrey 
Saranov, during his July 2016 trip to Moscow and that Page told the FBI that 8aranov might have 
mentioned the possible sale of a stake in Rosneft. The Analyst stated that Report 134's mention of 
Sechin could be a "garble" for Saranov. 

338 Report 134 contained differing information on the alleged bribe offered by Sechin to Page. 
The Report first stated that Sechin offered Page a "large stake in Rosneft in return for lifting sanctions 
on Russia.• Later, the same report stated that Sechin had offered Page a much smaller sum of 
money, "the brokerage of up to a 19 per cent {privatized) stake in Rosneft.• 

339 The Prima Sub-source also tol the FS h int rvie h - who 

340 According to a press report prior to the date of Report 134, a 19-percent stake in Rosneft 
could have sold for more than $10 billion. See llllR$..JL!'t~t..@m/2016/06lQ!Uo.tS£.U:.QJ!~ 
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The Primary Sub-source was questioned again by the FBI beginning in March 
2017 about the election reporting and his/her communications with Steele. The 
Washington Field Office agent {WFO Agent 1) who conducted that interview and 
others after it told the OIG that the Primary Sub-source felt that the tenor of 
Steele's reports was far more "conclusive" than was justified. The Primary Sub­
source also stated that he/she never expected Steele to put the Primary Sub­
source's statements in reports or present them as facts. According to WFO Agent 
1, the Primary Sub-source said he/she made it clear to Steele that he/she had no 
proof to support the statements from his/her sub-sources and that "it was just 
talk." WFO Agent 1 said that the Primary Sub-source explained that his/her 
information came from "word of mouth and hearsay;" "conversation that [he/she] 
had with friends over beers;" and that some of the information, such as allegations 
about Trump's sexual activities, were statements he/she heard made in "jest. "341 

The Primary Sub-source also told WFO Agent 1 that he/she believed that the other 
sub-sources exaggerated their access to information and the relevance of that 
information to his/her requests. The Primary Sub-source told WFO Agent 1 that 
he/she "takes what [sub-sources] tell [him/her] with 'a grain of salt."' 

In addition, the FBI interviews with the Primary Sub-source revealed that 
Steele did not have good insight into how many degrees of separation existed 
between the Primary Sub-source's sub-sources and the persons quoted in the 
reporting, and that It could have been multiple layers of hearsay upon hearsay. For 
example, the Primary Sub-source stated to WFO Agent 1 that, in contrast to the 
impression left from the election reports, his/her sub-sources did not have direct 
access to the persons they were reporting on. Instead, the Primary Sub-source told 
WFO Agent 1 that their information was "from someone else who may have had 
access." 

The Primary Sub-source also informed WFO Agent 1 that Steele tasked 
him/her after the 2016 U.S. elections to find corroboration for the election reporting 
and that the Primary Sub-source could find none. According to WFO Agent 1, 
during an interview in May 2017, the Primary Sub-source said the corroboration 
was "zero." The Primary Sub-source had reported the same conclusion to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team members who interviewed him/her in January 2017. 

Following the January interview with the Primary Sub-source, on February 
15, 2017, Strzok forwarded by email to Priestap and others a news article 
referencing the Steele election reporting; Strzok commented that "recent interviews 
and investigation, however, reveal [Steele] may not be in a position to judge the 
reliability of his sub-source network." According to the Supervisory Intel Analyst, 
the cause for the discrepancies between the election reporting and explanations 

~s-droo-75.html (accessed Dec, 8, 2019), We discuss below the Issue of Steele or 
the sub-sources presenting their analyses as statements of Kremlin officials or others. 

m According to WFO Agent 1, the Primary Sub-source told him that he/she spoke with at 
least one staff member at the Ritt canton hotel in Moscow who said that there were stories 
concerning Trump's alleged sexual activities, not that the activities themselves had been confirmed by 
the staff member as stated ln Report 80, 
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later provided to the FBI by Steele's Primary Sub-source and sub-sources about the 
reporting was difficult to discern and could be attributed to a number of factors. 
These included miscommunicatlons between Steele and the Primary Sub-source, 
exaggerations or misrepresentations by Steele about the information he obtained, 
or misrepresentations by the Primary Sub-source and/or sub-sources when 
questioned by the FBI about the information they conveyed to Steele or the Primary 
Sub-source. 342 

Another factor complicating the FBI's assessment of the Steele election 
reporting was the Primary Sub-source's statement to the FBI that he/she believed 
that information presented as fact in the reporting included his/her and Steele's 
"analytical conclusions" and "analytical judgments," and not just reporting from 
sub-sources. For example, Report 80 provides that: 

Speaking separately in June 2016, Source B (the former top-level 
Russian intelligence officer) asserted that TRUMP's unorthodox 
behavior in Russia over the years had provided the authorities there 
with enough embarrassing material on the now Republican presidential 
candidate to be able to blackmail him if they so wished. 

The Primary Sub-source told the FBI that "the ability to blackmail Trump was 
[the sub-source's] 'logical conclusion' rather than reporting," even though it is 
presented as a statement from a sub-source. The Primary Sub-source noted 
another example of this practice in Report 135, which states: 

Referring back to the (surprise) sacking of Sergei IVANOV as Head of 
PA [Presidential Administration] in August 2016, his replacement by 
Anton VAINO and the appointment of former Russian premier Sergei 
KIRIYENKO to another senior position in the PA, the Kremlin insider 
repeated that this had been directly connected to the TRUMP support 
operation and the need to cover up now that it was being exposed by 
the USG and in the western media. 

Report 111 also contains similar information to Report 135, namely that 
Ivanov was "sacked" due to his association with the Russian's U.S. election 
operation. The Primary Sub-source explained to the FBI that the connection 
between Ivanov's replacement and "fallout over Russia's influence efforts against 
the U.S. election" was the Primary Sub-source's "analytical conclusion." The 
Primary Sub-source told the FBI that he/she was careful to identify his/her 
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analytical conclusions to Steele and to offer a confidence level in them (e.2:,__ 
ossible vs. like! • We took note of the fact that, on December 1, 2016, -

The Supervisory Intel Analyst, as well as Steele, told us that blending 
judgments with assertions is not an appropriate way to report intelligence. Steele 
told us that he would hope that his reports were clear on what a source stated, 
what was assumed by the source, and what was analysis. However, Strzok told the 
OIG that the blending in Steele's reporting of analysis with statements from the 
sub-sources "posed problems" for the FBI. Strzok explained that "to understand 
what the individual source said we can no longer assume this guy said all of this. 
It's really (Steele] added on or [the Primary Sub-source] added on." 

As discussed in Chapter Eight, Carter Page FISA Renewal Application Nos. 2 
and 3 advised the court that following the January interview with the Primary Sub­
source, "the FBI found the Russian-based sub-source to be truthful and 
cooperative." Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 continued to rely on the Steele 
information, without any revisions or notice to the court that the Primary Sub­
source contradicted the Steele election reporting on key issues described in the 
renewal applications. We found no evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team ever 
considered whether any of the inconsistencies warranted reconsideration of the 
FBI's previous assessment of the reliability of the Steele election reports, or notice 
to OI or the court for the subsequent renewal applications. 

D. The FBI Obtains Additional Information about the Reliability of 
Steele's Reporting after FISA Renewal Application No. 3 

Crossfire Hurricane team members told us that in the spring 2017 they 
determined that they needed to interview Steele more extensively about his 
election reporting and ask questions to account for new information that the 
Primary Sub-source had provided during his/her interview. The Supervisory Intel 
Analyst explained that the team members believed that an interview with Steele 
"would be a good way of potentially looking to see whether or not [the Primary 
Sub-source] is giving us accurate information [or] did [the Primary Sub-source] tell 
[Steele] something different." The FBI sought to obtain additional information 
about Steele's sub-sources prior to the interview and encountered some logistical 
delays in arranging it. The interview ended up occurring during two days in 
September 2017, following the Carter Page FISA Renewal Application No. 3. 

The FBI's interview with Steele in September 2017 further highlighted 
discrepancies between Steele's presentation of information in the election reporting 
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and the views of his Primary Sub-source.343 For example, Steele told the 
interviewing agent and analyst that Reports 80, 95, 97, and 102, which range in 
date from June 20 to August 10, 2016, included information from a sub-source who 
was "close" to Trump. 344 Steele further advised the FBI staff that this sub-source 
was the same person who originally provided the Primary Sub-source with the 
information concerning Trump's alleged sexual activities at the Ritz Carlton hotel in 
Moscow, and that the Primary Sub-source met with this sub-source two or three 
times. However, we were told by WFO Agent 1 that the Primary Sub-source stated 
that he/she never met this sub-source and that other sub-sources were responsible 
for the Ritz Carlton reporting. The Primary Sub-source also told the FBI 
interviewers as well as WFO Agent 1 that he/she received a telephone call from an 
individual he/she believed was this sub-source but was not certain of the person's 
identity and that the person never identified him/herself during the call.345 The 
FBI's written summary of the Primary Sub-source's interview describes this call as 
follows: 

[The Primary Sub-source] recalls that this 10-15 minute conversation 
included a general discussion about Trump and the Kremlin, that there 
was "communication" between the parties, and that it was an ongoing 
relationship. [The Primary Sub-source] recalls that the individual 
believed to be [Source E in Report 95] said that there was "exchange 
of information" between Trump and the Kremlin, and that there was 
"nothing bad about it." [Source E] said that some of this information 
exchange could be good for Russia, and some could be damaging to 
Trump, but deniable. The individual said that the Kremlin might be of 
help to get Trump elected, but [the Primary Sub-source] did not recall 
any discussion or mention of Wiki[L]eaks. 

Report 95, however, attributes to this sub-source information concerning the 
release of DNC emails to WikiLeaks. Report 95 states: "Source E, acknowledged 
that the Russian regime had been behind the recent leak of embarrassing e-mail 
messages, emanating from the Democratic National Committee (DNC), to the 
WikiLeaks platform." Report 95 describes the relationship between the Trump 
campaign and "the Russian leadership" as a "well-developed conspiracy of co• 
operation." As described in Chapters Five, Seven, and Eight, al! four Carter Page 
FISA applications relied on Report 95 to support probable cause. 346 

343 The September interview was conducted by an FBI agent and analyst on assignment to 
the Special Counsel's Office. 

344 The reports describe this sub-source in varying ways: Report 80 ("Source D, a close 
associate of TRUMP .... "); Report 95 ("Source E, an ethnic Russian dose associate of Republican US 
presidential candidate Donald TRUMP .... "); Report 97 ("a Russian emigre figure dose to the Republican 
U.S. presidential candidate Donald TRUMP's campaign team .... "}; and Report 102 ("(A]n ethnic Russian 
associate of Republican US presidential candidate Donald TRUMP ... "). 

345 The Primary Sub-source told WFO Agent 1 that he/she found a YouTube video of the sub­
source speaking and that it sounded like the person on the telephone call. 

346 The FISA applications also relied upon Reports 80, 94, and 102. 

191 



10648

366 

Report 97 contains four paragraphs of information with numerous allegations 
attributed to the sub-source ( and hence is purportedly derived from the Primary 
Sub-source's 10-15 minute call). The information attributed to the sub-source 
includes that (1) the Kremlin was concerned that "political fallout from the DNC 
email hacking operation is spiraling out of control," (2) the Kremlin had intelligence 
on Clinton and her campaign but that the sub-source did not know when or if it 
would be released, and (3) that derogatory material possessed by the Russians 
would not be used against Trump "given how helpful and co-operative his team had 
been over several years, and particularly of late." Report 102 likewise contains 
numerous insights about the Trump campaign and Russian tactics. It includes 
allegations that the "aim of leaking the DNC e-mails to WikiLeaks during the 
Democratic Convention had been to swing supporters of Bernie SANDERS away 
from Hillary CLINTON and across to TRUMP," and that Carter Page "conceived and 
promoted" this "objective" and had discussed it directly with the sub-source. 

The Supervisory Intel Analyst told the OIG that he found the Primary Sub­
source's explanations about his/her contacts with this sub-source "peculiar" and 
that the Primary Sub-source could have been minimizing his/her relationship with 
the sub-source. The Supervisory Intel Analyst agreed that press reports discussing 
the sub-source's alleged contacts with the Trump campaign may have motivated 
the Primary Sub-source to minimize the extent of his/her relationship with the sub­
source. We asked the Supervisory Intel Analyst whether he thought the Primary 
Sub-source had been truthful during his/her interview with the FBI. He said that he 
believed that there were instances where the Primary Sub-source was "minimizing" 
certain facts but did not believe that he/she was "completely fabricating" events. 
The Supervisory Intel Analyst stated that he did not know whether he could support 
a "blanket statement" that the Primary Sub-source had been truthful. 

In Steele's September 2017 interview with the FBI, Steele also made 
statements that conflicted with explanations from two of his sub-sources about 
their access to Russian officials. For example, Steele explained that the Primary 
Sub-source had direct access to a particular former senior Russian government 
official and that they had been "speaking for a while." The Primary Sub-source told 
the FBI, however, that he/she had never met or s oken with the official. Steele 
also stated that one sub-source was 

one of a 
few persons in a "circle" close to a particular senior official. The FBI obtained 
information from the sub-source that contradicted Steele's interpretation. 

FBI documents reflect that another of Steele's sub-sources who reviewed the 
election reporting told the FBI in August 2017 that whatever information in the 
Steele reports that was attributable to him/her had been "exaggerated" and that 
he/she did not recognize anything as originating specifically from him/her.347 The 
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Primary Sub-source told the FBI that he/she believed this sub-source was "one of 
the key sources for the 'Trump dossier'" and the source for allegations concerning 
Michael Cohen and events in Prague contained in Reports 135, 136, and 166, as 
well as Report 94's allegations concerning the alleged meeting between Carter Page 
and Igor Divyekin. The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that he believed this 
Steele sub-source may have been attempting to minimize his/her role in the 
election reporting following its release to the public. 

Steele's September 2017 interview with the FBI, which was conducted 2 
months after the final Carter Page FISA renewal application was submitted to the 
court, also revealed bias against Trump. According to the FBI FD-302 of the 
interview, Steele and his business colleague described Trump as their "main 
opponent" and said that they were "fearful" about the negative impact of the Trump 
presidency on the relationship between the United States and United Kingdom. The 
Supervisory Intel Analyst stated that he viewed Steele's description of Trump as the 
"main opponent" as an expression of "clear bias.,, Steele told us that he did not 
begin his investigation with any bias against Trump, but based on the information 
he learned during the investigation became very concerned about the consequences 
of a Trump presidency. 

E. Crossfire Hurricane Team's Assessment of Potential Russian 
Influence on the Steele Election Reporting 

Although an investigation into whether Steele's election reports, or aspects of 
them, were the product of a Russian disinformation campaign was not within the 
scope of this review, or within the scope of the OIG's oversight role, we examined 
the extent to which the Crossfire Hurricane team considered this possibility in its 
assessment of Steele1s reporting. Priestap told us that he recognized that the 
Russians are "masters at disinformation" and that the Crossfire Hurricane team was 
aware of the potential for Russian disinformation to influence Steele's reporting. 
According to Priestap: 

[W]e had a lot of concurrent efforts to try to understand, is [the 
reporting] true or not, and if it's not, you know, why is it not? Is it the 
motivation of [Steele] or one of his sources, meaning [Steele's] 
sources? ... [Or were they] flipped, they're actually working for the 
Russians, and providing disinformation? We considered all of that ...• 

Steele told us that Russian intelligence is "sophisticated" and relies on 
disinformation. He said it can involve "planted information," which he described as 
"controlled information," and that often the information is true but with "bits 
missing and changed." For his part, Steele told us that he had no evidence that his 
reporting was "polluted" with Russian disinformation. 

193 



10650

368 

The Intel Section Chief told the OIG that the FBI's efforts to identify possible 
Russian disinformation in the Steele election reporting included trying to 
corroborate the reporting, learning as much as possible about Steele's sub-sources, 
and fully assessing Steele. According to an FBI memorandum prepared in 
December 2017 for a Congressional briefing, by the time the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation was transferred to the Special Counsel in May 2017, the FBI "did not 
assess it likely that the [Steele] [election reporting] was generated in connection to 
a Russian disinformation campaign." Priestap told us that the FBI "didn't have any 
indication whatsoever" by May 2017 that the Russians were running a 
disinformation campaign through the Steele election reporting. Priestap explained, 
however, that if the Russians, in fact, were attempting to funnel disinformation 
through Steele to the FBI using Russian Oligarch 1, he did not understand the goal. 
Priestap told us that what he has 

tried to explain to anybody who will listen is if that's the theory [that 
Russian Oligarch 1 ran a disinformation campaign through [Steele] to 
the FBI], then I'm struggling with what the goal was. So, because, 
obviously, what [Steele] reported was not helpful, you could argue, to 
then [candidate] Trump. And if you guys recall, nobody thought then 
candidate Trump was going to win the election. Why the Russians, 
and [Russian Oligarch 1] is supposed to be close, very close to the 
Kremlin, why the Russians would try to denigrate an opponent that the 
Intel community later said they were in favor of who didn't really have 
a chance at winning, I'm struggling, with, when you know the 
Russians, and this I know from my Intelligence Community work: 
they favored Trump, they're trying to denigrate Clinton, and they 
wanted to sow chaos. I don't know why you'd run a disinformation 
campaign to denigrate Trump on the side. 

As discussed in Chapter Four, Steele performed work for Russian Oligarch l's 
attorney on Russian Oligarch l's litigation matters, and, as described later in 
Chapter Nine, passed information to Department attorney Bruce Ohr advocating on 
behalf of one of Russian Oligarch 1 's companies regarding U.S. sanctions. 348 

Priestap, the Intel Section Chief, and other members of Crossfire Hurricane told us 
that they were unaware of Steele's connections to Russian Oligarch 1, who was the 
subject of a Crossfire Hurricane case, and that they would have wanted to know 
about them.349 Priestap, for example, told us "I don't recall knowing that there was 

342 An FBI FD-302 dated February 15, 2017, and written by an FBI agent assigned to the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation, documented the FBI's interview of Ohr on February 14, and 
specifically stated that Steele's company was continuing to work for a particular attorney of Russian 
Oligarch 1. 

349 The Supervisory Intel Analyst and SSA 2 told us that they did not recall reviewing 
information in Steele's Delta file documenting Steele's frequent contacts with representatives for 
multiple Russian oligarchs in 2015. The Supervisory Intel Analyst explained that he did not recall 
doing a "deep dive" on Steele's past history as a source and relied in part on Handling Agent 1 for 
information about Steele. The first access of Steele's Delta file by a Crossfire Hurricane team member 
(the Supervisory Intel Analyst) occurred on November 18, 2016, after Steele had been closed as a 
CHS and a month after submission of the first Page FISA application. As described in Chapter Five, 
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any connectivity between [Steele] and [Russian Oligarch l)." Priestap told us that 
he believed it was "completely fair" to say that the FBI should have assessed 
Steele's relationship with Russian Oligarch 1. 

Stuart Evans, NSD's Deputy Assistant Attorney General who oversaw OI, 
stated that if OI had been aware of the information about Steele's connections to 
Russian Oligarch 1, it would have been evaluated by OI. He told us: 
"Counterintelligence investigations are complex, and often involve as I said, you 
know, double dealing, and people playing all sides.... I think that [the connection 
between Steele and Russian Oligarch lJ would have been yet another thing we 
would have wanted to dive into. "350 

V. The FBI's Efforts to Assess Steele's Election Reporting in 2016 and 
2017 

The FBI's assessment of the Steele election reporting began in mid­
September 2016 and concluded approximately 1 year later, roughly 3 months after 
the submission of Carter Page FISA Renewal Application No. 3 to the Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC). The FBI acquired the vast majority of its 
information about the Steele election reporting prior to the end of September 2017, 
when FISA surveillance of Carter Page expired. 

To evaluate Steele's election reporting, intelligence analysts on the Crossfire 
Hurricane team created a spreadsheet identifying each statement that appeared in 
the Steele election reports in order to have a record of what the FBI learned during 

the FISA application relied in part on Steele's reporting. In Chapter Four we noted that Steele's 
frequent contacts with Russian oligarchs in 2015 had raised concems in the FBI Transnational 
Organized Crime Intelligence Unit. SSA 1 told us that he was unaware of these concerns, but said he 
would have found this information useful and would have wanted to know about it while supervising 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Handling Agent 1 expressed surprise that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team did not access Steele's Delta file earlier. He said that the team should have "turned 
the file upside down" looking for information 2 months earlier and that he assumed that some 
members of the team had thoroughly reviewed the file, 

In addition to · · · ' · s 
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its assessment regarding those statements. 351 The intelligence analysts also 
attempted to determine the true identities of the sub-source{s} responsible for each 
statement in Steele's election reporting, and made assessments of each sub­
source's likely access to the type of information described. FBI CD officials also 
travelled abroad and met with persons who previously had professional contacts 
with Steele to gather information about his reliability and the quality of his work. 

According to FBI officials, it was challenging to corroborate the information in 
the Steele election reporting because much of it was "singular source intelligence," 
and thus could not be verified given the manner in which the events took place. 
For example, officials told us that a meeting or conversation between just a few 
people in Russia may only be known to the individuals involved. According to a 
Supervisory Special Agent who investigated the Steele election reporting, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team could not independently verify those types of allegations 
"without speaking to .. Jolks that are high-level in Russia.. ■■ ■ 

■ Strzok told us that, for this kind of information, the "frustration of it 
was ... [the FBI] couldn't necessarily prove it and couldn't disprove it either." 

Despite the FBI's efforts to corroborate and evaluate the Steele election 
reporting, we were told by the Supervisory Intel Analyst that, as of September 
2017, the FBI had corroborated limited information in the Steele election reporting, 
and much of that information was publicly avaUable.352 Most relevant to the Carter 
Page FISA applications, the specific substantive allegations contained in Reports 80, 
94, 95, and 102, which were relied upon in all four FISA applications, remained 
uncorroborated and, in several instances, were inconsistent with information 
gathered by the Crossfire Hurricane team. For example, as detailed in Chapters 
Five and Seven, these allegations included, among other things, that Page had 
secret meetings with Igor Sechin and Igor Divyekin in July 2016 and served as an 
"intermediary" between Manafort and the Russian government. As we describe in 
Chapters Five and Elght, certain information the FBI had obtained did not support 
these allegations or the theory in Steele's election reporting that Page was 
coordinating, or had coordinated, with Russian government officials on 2016 U.S. 
election activities. Additionally, the FBI determined that some of the allegations in 
the Steele reporting, including that Trump attorney Michael Cohen had traveled to 
Prague in late summer 2016 to meet with Kremlin representatives and that "anti­
Clinton hackers" had been paid by the "[Trump] team" and Kremlin, were not true. 

In the next two chapters, we describe the FBI's use of the Steele election 
reporting in the three Carter Page FISA renewal applications and the changes that 
were made, and not made, to the applications to reflect the additional information 
the FBI developed about Steele and his reporting. 

351 As we described in Chapter Four, the spreadsheet omitted certain highly classified 
information and therefore its scope was partial. 

352 Examples included that Carter Page was in Moscow as reported, that other individuals 
mentioned in the reporting existed, and that some individuals held the positions in the Russian 
government that were attributed to them in the reporting. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
THE THREE RENEWAL APPLICATIONS FOR CONTINUED FISA 

AUTHORITYON CARTER PAGE 

In this chapter, we describe the three FISA renewal applications to continue 
surveillance ··•·••■■■■I targeting Carter Page between January 13, 
2017, when the FISA authority granted by the first FISA orders expired, and 
September 22, 2017, when the last renewal's authority expired. As described in 
Chapter Two, the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) may approve FISA 
surveillance and physical searches targeting a U.S. person for a period of up to 90 
days, subject to renewal, if the government's FISA application establishes probable 
cause to conclude that the targeted individual ls an agent of a foreign power. A 
renewal permits the government to continue FISA authority targeting a U.S. person 
for an additional 90 days if the facts of the investigation continue to support a 
finding that there is probable cause to believe the targeted individual is an agent of 
a foreign power. 353 

The process to renew FISA authority, including who reviews and approves 
the renewal application, is the same process as with an initial application, which we 
described in Chapters Two and Five. When conducting the Woods Procedures for a 
renewal, the agent conducting the accuracy review must re-verify that factual 
assertions repeated from the prior FISA application remain true and must obtain 
supporting documentation for any new factual assertions. The National Security 
Division's (NSD) Office of Intelligence (OI) relies upon the FBI to accurately update 
the prior FISA application and conduct the accuracy review to determine whether 
factual information carried over from the prior FISA application remains true. 

We describe in this chapter the facts asserted in the three renewal 
applications submitted to the FISC to demonstrate probable cause that Carter Page 
was an agent of a foreign power, including new information the FBI intercepted and 
collected during surveillance of Page. We also describe other factual assertions 
added to or modified in the renewal applications for the court's consideration. 
Finally, we discuss the completion of the Woods Procedures, including who 
reviewed, certified, and approved each of the three renewal applications, and the 
court's final orders. As we describe in Chapter Eight, we found instances in which 
factual representations made in the three Carter Page renewal applications were 
inaccurate, incomplete, or unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon 
information in the FBI's possession at the time the applications were filed. 

I. FISA Renewal Application No. 1 {January 12, 2017) 

On January 12, 2017, a day before the initial FISA authority targeting Carter 
Page was set to expire, and at the request of the FBI, the Department filed an 
application with the FISC requesting an additional 90 days of FISA coverage 

353 The Office of Intelligence (OI) in the National Security Division (NSD) expects that the FBI 
will request a renewal on a targeted individual 45 days prior to the expiration of the existing FISA 
authority. 

197 



10655

373 

targeting Carter Page. A FISC judge reviewed and issued the requested orders 
resulting in an additional 90 days of surveillance ■■■■■■•■■ targeting 
Carter Page from January 13, 2017 to April 7, 2017. 

A. Investigative Developments and Decision to Seek Renewal 

Emails and other communications reflect that in the first week of surveillance 
on Carter Pag , following the granting of the first FISA application 
in October 2016, the Crossfire Hurricane team collected ■■ 
-.354 Based on our review of the Woods Files and communications between 
the FBI and OI, we identified a few emails between Page and members of the 
Donald J. Trump for President Campaign concerning campaign related matters. 
Emails between Supervisory Special Agent 1 (SSA 1) and Case Agent 1 show that 
durin the initial weeks of FISA surveillance, they discussed several 

the believed were si nificant includin references to 

a en s who reviewed the FISA prepared a 
packet ■■■■■■■-■I that they believed demonstrated Carter Page's 
contacts with and references to Russia or Russian officials for QI to consider for a 
renewal application. 

In addition to reviewing the FISA collection, the team continued its efforts 
(described in Chapter Six) to assess the accuracy of the information in Steele's 
election reports. According to the Supervisory Intelligence Analyst (Supervisory 
Intel Analyst), the team had not corroborated the reporting concerning Carter 
Page's activities by the time of Renewal Application No. 1 (or subsequent renewal 
applications), other than confirming Carter Page's travel to Russia in July 2016. 

As detailed in Chapter Six, in November 2016, the FBI closed Steele as a 
Confidential Human Source (CHS) for his disclosures to Mother Jones concerning his 
election reports and relationship with the FBI. FBI officials told us that after these 
disclosures, they continued to assess that Steele was reliable. They said that they 
viewed the Mother Jones disclosure as a "control" issue, based on their 
understanding that it was a reaction to the letter then FBI Director James Corney 
sent to Congress in late October about the Clinton email investigation. Then Deputy 
Director Andrew McCabe recalled that Steele's disclosure to Mother Jones was 
viewed by the Crossfire Hurricane team as a control issue rather than a reliability 
issue, and the team was comfortable going forward with seeking a FISA renewal 
targeting Carter Page. SSA 1 told us that he believed the reason Steele provided 
for his disclosure to Mother Jones "politicized" Steele and identified an agenda. SSA 
1 said that after Steele's disclosure to Mother Jones, he thought the team needed to 
have an independent validation review completed, which we discussed in Chapter 
Six. 

354 We did not review the entirety of FISA obtained throur FISA surveillance -
targeting Carter Page. We reviewed only those iiiliiiiiiiiiiiii under FISA 

authority that were relevant to our review. 
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However, to further assess Steele's reliability, as described in Chapters Six 
and Eight, senior Counterintelligence Division (CD) officials met with persons with 
direct knowledge of Steele's work-related performance in a prior position in mid­
November 2016, and told us that they were reassured by the fact that the former 
employer said that Steele had no history of fabricating, embellishing, or otherwise 
"spinning" information in his reporting. 355 In addition, FBI officials told us that they 
were reassured by statements from Department attorney Bruce Ohr ( described in 
Chapters Eight and Nine) that Ohr believed Steele was never untruthful in his 
reporting. 

Case Agent l's handwritten notes from a December 2016 Crossfire Hurricane 
team meeting reflect that the team discussed the information about Steele's prior 
work-related performance and Ohr and decided that they "can continue to rely on 
reporting for FISA. 11 Case Agent 1 told us he did not recall this discussion or who 
said that they could continue to rely on Steele's reporting in the next FISA 
application. 

Before this team meeting, and around 45 days prior to the expiration of the 
first FISA authority, Case Agent 1 notified the FBI's Office of the General Counsel 
(OGC) and 01 that the Crossfire Hurricane team was interested in an additional 90 
days of FISA authority targeting Carter Page. Case Agent 1 told us that the 
Crossfire Hurricane team sought a renewal to determine whether Carter Page had 
ongoing contact with Russia beyond the 90-day period covered by the first FISA 
orders. Case Agent 1 said that while it is not automatic to seek a renewal after a 
first application, there is an "understanding" that the FBI will typically seek a 
renewal because at the time they are required to notify OI, they have only had 45 
days of surveillance, which is usually not sufficient time to gather enough 
information, or review the information collected, to determine whether or not there 
is evidence to continue the investigation. Case Agent l told us that the team had 
not reviewed all of the emails the first FISA application yielded and believed there 
were additional emails not yet collected. The OGC Unit Chief told us that unless 
there is no evidence collected with an initial FISA application, the FBI will usually 
seek a renewal to obtain more information. 

B. Preparation and Approval of Renewal Application No. 1 

1. Draft Renewal Application 

Similar to the first Carter Page FISA application, Case Agent 1 and the OGC 
Attorney assisted the or Attorney with the preparation of Renewal Application No. 
1. However, the OGC Attorney told us that he was less involved in the preparation 
of this application as compared to the first application, which he said was typical of 
OGC involvement in renewal applications. 

355 We describe in Chapters Six and Eight the negative feedback received concerning Steele, 
including comments about his judgment. We found that the team did not share all relevant details 
about this feedback with OI. 
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Emails between OI, the OGC Attorney, and Case Agent 1 following the FISC's 
approval of the first FISA application on October 21, 2016, reflect that Case Agent 1 
provided updates to 01 on relevant FISA collections and case actiVlties in the Carter 
Page investigation throughout the fall. The OI Attorney reviewed this information 
for inclusion into a renewal application and began drafting Renewal Application No. 
1 in December. The OI Attorney told the OIG that, when drafting a renewal 
application, he relies on the FBI to provide him information relevant to the ongoing 
investigation, including any new information that may contradict or may be 
different from information presented to the FISC in prior FISA applications. 

NSD officials told us that the drafting of Renewal Application No. 1 followed 
the same process and received the same level of scrutiny as the first FISA 
application signed in October, but because OI's questions about Steele and his 
election reporting were addressed in the first application, there were fewer 
discussions about the renewal application, as compared to the first application, and 
Renewal Application No. 1 was completed in less time. By December 28, 2016, the 
OI Attorney had completed a draft of Renewal Application No. 1, described below, 
and selected relevant FISA intercepts and results of the ongoing investigation to 
incorporate in the draft. 

As in the first FISA application, the statement of facts in support of probable 
cause for the renewal stated that the Russians attempted to undermine and 
influence the 2016 presidential election, and that the FBI believed Carter Page was 
acting in conjunction with the Russians in those efforts. The statement of facts 
supported this assessment with the five main elements enumerated in the first 
application (described in Chapter Five) and added recent investigative results. 
Specifically, the elements that carried over from the first FISA application were: 

(1} The efforts of Russian Intelligence Services {RIS) to influence the 
2016 presidential election-the renewal application stated that 
although the elections had concluded, the FBI believed that the 
Russian government would continue efforts to use U.S. persons, such 
as Carter Page, to covertly influence U.S. foreign policy and support 
Russia's perception management efforts; 

(2) The Russian government's attempted coordination with members 
of the Trump campaign, which was based on the Friendly Foreign 
Government (FFG) information concerning the offer or suggestion of 
assistance from the Russians to someone associated with the Trump 
campaign; 

(3} Carter Page's historical connections to Russia and RIS, which 
included his business dealings with the Russian energy company 
Gazprom, his relationships with known Russian intelligence officers, 
and his disclosure to the FBI and a Russian Minister that he was Ma!e-
1 in an indictment against Russian intelligence officers; 

(4) Carter Page's alleged coordination with the Russian government in 
2016 U.S. presidential election activities, based on some of the 
reporting from Steele; and 
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(5) Carter Page's continued connections to Russian officials, based on 
the FBI's assessment of a consensually monitored October 17, 2016 
conversation between Page and an FBI CHS.356 

In addition, the recent investigative results section of the application included 
references to the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• In December 2016, Carter Page made statements to an FBI CHS 
(summarized in Chapter Ten), distancing himself from his October 
suggestion of establishing a Russian-funded think tank, citing funding 
issues as a reason, which the FBI assessed was an indication that Page 

356 The statement of facts in Renewal Application No. 1 also carried over from the first 
application the description of Carter Page's denials of coordination with the Russian government, as 
reported in two news artides and asserted by Page in his September 25 letter to then FBI Director 
James Corney. 
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was likely trying to distance himself from Russia as a result of media 
reporting that continued to tie Page to Russia. 

The renewal application stated that the FBI believed the recent investigative results 
demonstrated that Carter Page continued to try to influence U.S. foreign policy on 
behalf of Russia. The renewal application, like the first FISA application, failed to 
include information provided to the FBI by another U.S. government agency in 
August 2016 that Carter Page had a prior relationshlp with that other agency and 
had provided information to the other agency. 

Renewal Application No. 1 included the same information from Steele's 
reporting that appeared in the first FISA application. However, the renewal 
application advised the court of Steele's disclosure to Mother Jones and that the FBI 
had "suspended" its relationship with Steele. Specifically, the source 
characterization statement for Steele in the renewal application stated the 
following: 

[Steele] is a 
1 1 and has been an FBI source since in or about October 2013. 
[Steele] has been compensated approximately $95,000 by the FBI. 
As discussed below in footnote 19, in or about October 2016, 
the FBI suspended its relationship with [Steele] due to 
[Steele's] unauthorized disclosure of information to the press. 
Notwithstanding the suspension of its relationship with 
[Steele], the FBI assesses [Steele] to be reliable as previous 
reporting from [Steele] has been corroborated and used in 
criminal proceedings. Moreover, the FBI notes that the 
incident that led to the FBI suspending its relationship with 
[Steele] occurred after [Steele] provided the reporting that is 
described herein.357 (Emphasis in original). 

Later in the renewal application, footnote 19 referenced both the Yahoo News 
article, with the unsupported language from the first FISA application unchanged, 
and the Mother Jones article, and stated: 

As discussed above, [Steele] was hired by a business associate to 
conduct research into Candidate #l's ties to Russia. [Steele] provided 
the results of his research to the business associate, and the FBI 
assesses that the business associate likely provided this information to 
the law firm that hired the business associate in the first place. 
[Steele] told the FBI that he/she only provided this information to the 
business associate and the FBI. Given that the information contained 
in the September 23rd News Article generally matches the information 
about Page that [Steele] discovered during his/her research, the FBI 
assesses that [Steele's] business associate or the law firm that hired 

357 OI often indicates new information in a renewal application to the FISC by using a bold 
font. The text from the applications cited in this chapter is cited as it appears in the renewal FISA 
applications. 
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the business associate likely provided this information to the press. 
The FBI also assesses that whoever gave the information to the press 
stated that the information was provided by a "well-placed Western 
intelligence source." The FBI does not believe that [Steele] directly 
provided this information to the identified news organization that 
published the September 23rd News Article. 

In or about late October 2016, however, after the Director of 
the FBI sent a letter to the U.S. Congress, which stated that the 
FBI had learned of new information that might be pertinent to 
an investigation that the FBI was conducting of Candidate #2, 
[Steele] told the FBI that he/she was frustrated with this 
action and believed it would likely influence the 2016 U.S. 
Presidential election. In response to [Steele's] concerns, 
[Steele] independently, and against the prior admonishment 
from the FBI to speak only with the FBI on this matter, 
released the reporting discussed herein to an identified news 
organization. Although the FBI continues to assess [that] 
[Steele's] reporting is reliable, as noted above, the FBI has 
suspended its relationship with [Steele] because of this 
disclosure. (Emphasis in original). 

We found no evidence that the FBI "suspended" its relationship with Steele; rather, 
FBI paperwork reflects that Steele was closed for cause as an FBI CHS in November 
2016.358 However, as we describe in Chapters Six and Nine, as a practical matter, 
the FBI continued to collect information from Steele over a period of months 
through a conduit, Department attorney Bruce Ohr. 

Additionally, as discussed in Chapter Five, contrary to FBI policy, the 
characterization of Steele's prior reporting had not been approved by his handling 
agent, who told us that the characterization was inaccurate-according to the 
handling agent, only some of Steele's prior reporting had been corroborated, most 
of it had not, and Steele's information had never been used in a criminal 
proceeding. This inaccuracy was not corrected in Renewal Application No. 1 or in 
the subsequent renewal applicatlons, even after a formal FBI human source 
validation review of Steele in March 2017 found that his past contributions to the 
FBI's criminal program had been "minimally corroborated." Further, as described in 
Chapter Eight, the FBI did not reassess Steele's reliability in the renewal 
applications, or advise OI, after the Crossfire Hurricane team obtained additional 
information that was highly relevant to the reliability of his election reporting. This 
included information received before Renewal Application No. 1 about Steele's 
work-related performance in a prior position and before Renewal Application Nos. 2 

358 As described in Chapter Six, Handling Agent 1 told us that he informed Steele on 
November 1, 2016, that it was unlikely that the FBI would continue a relationship with him and that 
Steele must cease collecting information for the FBI. Handling Agent 1 completed a Source Closing 
Communication document on November 17, 2016, indicating that Steele had been closed for cause on 
November 1, 2016. 

The disclosures of Steele's reports are further discussed in Chapters Four and Six. 
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and 3 from Steele's Primary Sub-source that contradicted the source reporting in 
the FISA applications. In addition, as we also discuss in Chapter Eight, Renewal 
Application No. 1 and the subsequent renewal applications did not describe 
information that the FBI obtained from Department attorney Bruce Ohr regarding 
Steele's possible motivations and bias. 

Finally, the information in Renewal Application No. 1 regarding early CHS 
meetings remained unchanged from the prior application. The renewal application 
also did not include information about the August 2016 meeting between Carter 
Page and an FBI CHS or the September 2016 meetings between Papadopoulos and 
an FBI CHS, discussed in Chapters Five and Ten. It also did not include an accurate 
description of the October 2016 meeting between Page and an FBI CHS, also 
discussed in Chapters Five and Ten. In addition, as described in Chapters Eight and 
Ten, Renewal Application No. 1 and the subsequent renewal applications did not 
include information about an October 2016 CHS meeting involving an FBI CHS and 
Papadopoulos during which Papadopoulos said that he knew "for a fact" that the 
Trump campaign was not involved in releasing emails from the DNC. 

2. Review and Approval Process 

As described previously, according to Department and FBI procedures, once 
an FBI case agent affirms the accuracy of the information in the proposed FISA 
application (read copy), an 01 Unit Chief or Deputy Unit Chief is usually the final 
and only approver before a read copy is submitted to the FISC. The Unit Chief or 
Deputy is also usually the final approver who "signs out" the final application ( cert 
copy) to the FBI for completion of the Woods Procedures and Director's 
certification, before presentation to either the Assistant Attorney General {AAG) of 
NSD, the Deputy Attorney General (DAG), or the Attorney General for final 
signature. However, as reflected in Chapter Five, in some instances, FISA 
applications presenting novel issues or otherwise deemed to have heightened 
sensitivity will receive additional supervisory review within the FBI, the Department, 
or both. As described below, FISA Renewal Application No. 1 did not receive the 
same level of review in FBI OGC as the first Carter Page FISA application, but it did 
receive additional review within NSD and the Office of the Deputy Attorney General 
(ODAG). 

a. Supervisory Review and Finalization of Read Copy 

Unlike the first FISA application, then FBI General Counsel James Baker and 
then Deputy General Counsel, Trisha Anderson, did not review FISA Renewal 
Application No. 1 before the read copy was submitted to the court. Baker told us 
that he did not review any of the renewal applications. He said that, in general, if 
none of the relevant factual information had changed from the first application, and 
the foreign intelligence purpose for the FISA remained the same, he did not believe 
it was necessary to review renewal applications. In addition, he told us that in at 
least one instance, he did not know that the FBI was planning to seek a renewal on 
Carter Page until the application was already with the Director for certification. 
According to the OGC Unit Chief, OGC is usually less involved in renewal 
applications because they generally only require updates to the factual information 
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already asserted in an initial FISA application. She said that the interactions on 
renewal applications mostly take place at the OI attorney and case agent levels. 
McCabe told us that, as the Deputy Director, he did not approve requests before 
they were submitted to OI for FISA application renewals, but he would have been 
briefed on the collections from the ongoing FISA surveillance. McCabe said that he 
understood that the first Carter Page FISA was "very productive" and the team 
wanted to pursue a renewal. 

Within NSD, Renewal Application No. 1 received additional supervisory review 
above the OI Unit Chief. On December 28, after reviewing the draft, the OI Unit 
Chief emailed the OI Attorney to approve of the new information and assessments 
included in the draft. On December 29, the OI Attorney emailed a draft of Renewal 
Application No. 1 to Stuart Evans, NSD's then Deputy AAG for Intelligence, Gabriel 
Sanz-Rexach, the Chief of OI's Operations Section, and OI's Deputy Operations 
Section Chief for their review, advising them that the draft was "about 95% 
complete" and that an additional update would be added before the final draft was 
completed. 

Sanz-Rexach told the OIG that he reviewed Renewal Application No. 1, but 
did not recall any specific comments he made to the read co . He said that he 
recalled that rior to the renewal the FBI 

. He also said that the evidence collected during the first FISA 
application time period demonstrated that Carter Page had access to individuals in 
Russia and he was communicating with people in the Trump campaign, which 
created a concern that Russia could use their influence with Carter Page to effect 
policy. The Deputy Operations Section Chief told us that she reviewed the new 
factual information in the renewal application, but did not recall as many meetings 
or discussions about the renewals and did not recall making any comments on any 
of the renewal applications. 

Emails reflect that Evans reviewed the draft renewal application and provided 
two minor edits, one of which added more detail concerning Carter Page's 
December 2016 meeting with an FBI CHS. Evans told us that he focused his 
attention primarily on the footnote describing Steele's Mother Jones disclosure that 
led to a change in Steele's relationship with the FBI, and did not edit the footnote 
following his review. 

On January 3, Evans emailed the read copy to NSD's then Acting AAG Mary 
McCord for her review with a request to discuss a few points in the renewal. 
Although the emails did not specify the points for discussion, McCord told us she 
recalled a discussion with Evans about the information the FBI collected from the 
FISA coverage targeting Carter Page up to that point and whether it was sufficient 
to sustain a renewal. McCord told us she also wanted to make sure that the 
renewal application described the closure of Steele after his disclosures to the 
media, which was already included in the read copy she reviewed. 
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b. ODAG Review and Approval of Read Copy 

Although not a required step in the FISA procedures, ODAG officials reviewed 
the read copy for Renewal Application No. 1 before it was submitted to the court. 
Similar to the first application, the renewal application was reviewed by Tashina 
Gauhar, the Associate Deputy Attorney General responsible for ODAG's national 
security portfolio, an OI attorney on detail in ODAG, Principal Associate Deputy 
Attorney General (PADAG) Matthew Axelrod, and DAG Sally Yates, who ultimately 
approved and signed the final application. 

On December 30, 2016, the OI Unit Chief emailed the read copy of Renewal 
Application No. l to Gauhar, and the 01 attorney on detail advising that it was 
"95% complete" with one question for ODAG to consider. Documents do not 
indicate that ODAG made any edits to the December 30 draft. The question for 
ODAG was whether to include an expansion to the particularized minimization 
procedures, or PMPs, restriction on who could access the FISA collections to include 
the agents and analysts investigating the ongoing perception management 
activities by Russia. 359 The final renewal application included the expanded PMPs, 
restricting access to the FISA collection to only those individuals assigned to 
investigate Russia's efforts to influence the 2016 U.S. elections and Russia's 
attempts at perception management and influence activities against the U.S. 

On January 4, the OI attorney on detail in ODAG advised OI that the OI 
attorney had provided "a couple of suggestions ... which we did not think (and 
hopefully are not) significant" and advised that Axelrod would want to review the 
read copy. We did not find documentation showing the suggestions ODAG 
recommended for the draft. According to Gauhar, ODAG did not make significant 
edits or have many questions after it reviewed Renewal Application No. 1. Gauhar 
also told us that she believed the first renewal was significant because it 
demonstrated that, despite the questions about whether to seek a Carter Page FISA 
prior to the first application, the surveillance yielded relevant and useful 
information. Gauhar said she recalled that the FISA collection included, among 
other thin s 

As with the first FISA application, NSD decided that although it was not a 
required step, it would not submit the read copy to the FISC until Yates had 
personally read it and said she was comfortable moving forward. According to 
Gauhar, Yates and Axelrod reviewed Renewal Application No. l, and following 
Yates's review, 01 submitted the read copy to the FISC. Yates and Axelrod told us 
that they did not have a specific recollection of reviewing Renewal Application No. l 
but said they may have done so. 

359 As described in Chapter Five, the PMPs in the first FISA application restricted access to the 
information collected through the FISA authority to the individuals assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane 
team and required the approval of a Deputy Assistant Director or higher before any FISA-derived 
information could be disseminated outside the FBI. 
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3. Feedback from the FISC, Completion of the Final Renewal 
Application and Woods Procedures, and Final Legal 
Review 

On January 10, 2017, the OI Attorney advised Evans and OI management 
that the FISC judge reviewed the renewal application, had "no issue" with the 
application, and would sign the application without an appearance. 

The day before, the OI Unit Chief "signed out" the cert copy of the 
application and cert memo to the FBI, so that the FBI could complete the Woods 
Procedures {previously described in Chapters Two and Five). Case Agent 1 was the 
agent responsible for compiling the supporting documentation into the Woods File 
and performing the field office database checks on Carter Page and the accuracy 
review of each fact asserted in the FISA application. His new supervisor at FBI 
Headquarters for the Carter Page investigation, SSA 3, was responsible for 
confirming that the Woods File was complete and double checking the factual 
accuracy review to confirm that the file contained appropriate documentation for 
the factual assertions in the FISA application. 

As noted previously, in the case of renewal applications, the FISA Standard 
Minimization Procedures Policy Guide (FISA SMP PG) requires that a case agent re~ 
verify the accuracy of each factual assertion from an initial application that is 
repeated in a renewal application and verify and obtain supporting documentation 
for any new factual assertions that are added to a renewal application. Case Agent 
1 did not recall whether he reviewed every factual assertion or just the newly added 
information when he conducted the accuracy review for Renewal Application No. 1. 
Case Agent 1 told us that his general practice on a renewal application is not to 
necessarily review the factual information carried over from the prior application. 
He said that if the factual information does not materially change from the prior 
FISA application, he will review just the newly added information. According to 
Case Agent 6, Case Agent 1 told him that when he (Case Agent 1) performed the 
factual accuracy review on Renewal Application No. 1, he only reviewed the new 
factual assertions in the application, not the factual assertions that carried over 
from the prior application. At the time Case Agent 1 conducted the accuracy review 
of Renewal Application No. 1, he had been transferred back to the New York Field 
Office (NYFO) and was conducting the Carter Page investigation from that office. 
After he completed his review, he faxed the signed FISA Verification Form (Woods 
Form) to SSA 3 at FBI Headquarters. 

SSA 3 reviewed the Woods File at Headquarters, signed the Woods Form on 
January 10, affirming the verification and documentation of each factual assertion 
in the application, and then sent the FISA application package containing the Woods 
Form, cert copy, and a cover memorandum {cert memo) to the Headquarters 
Program Manager assigned the responsibility, as the affiant, of signing the final 
application under oath that the factual information was true and correct. SSA 3 
told us that when he signed the Woods Form, he was verifying that every fact 
contained in Renewal Application No. 1 had a supporting document confirming the 
accuracy of the statement. However, like Case Agent 1, SSA 3 also told us that, 
when he performs a Woods review, he does not re-verify the factual assertions 
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carried over from previous applications, but only checks the new information, which 
is noted in bold font. 360 

The Headquarters Program Manager assigned as the affiant was SSA 2, who 
was assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation in !ate December 2016. 361 He 
told us he received the renewal package from the OI Attorney and reviewed the 
first FISA application and the newly added information to Renewal Application No. 
1. SSA 2 told us that he did not recall reviewing the Woods Form, but that it was 
his practice at the time to do so before signing a FISA application (as described in 
Chapter Two, the Woods Procedures do not require the affiant to review the Woods 
File, only the case agent and his or her supervisor). SSA 2 said that he believed 
everything in the application to be true and correct based on the Woods Verification 
completed by Case Agent 1 and SSA 3. SSA 2 told us that he identified no issues 
or questions after reviewing Renewal Application No. 1 and signed the affidavit 
affirming under penalty of perjury that the information in the package was true and 
correct. He then submitted the FISA application package to either the OGC 
Attorney or the OGC Unit Chief for final legal review. 

As described in Chapter Two, after the affiant signs the affidavit, the 
application package is submitted to the FBI's National Security and Cyber Law 
Branch (NSCLB) for final legal review and approval by both a line attorney and 
Senior Executive Service-level supervisor. Once they approve the application, the 
line attorney and supervisor sign the cert memo. The OGC Attorney told the OIG 
that he did not recall reviewing any prior drafts of the application before he 
received the cert copy on January 10. He said that when he received the cert copy, 
he focused his legal review on the newly added material. We were advised that the 
FBI and NSD were unable to locate a fully signed copy of the cert memo that 
accompanied Renewal Application No. 1, and we were unable to independently 
determine who reviewed the FISA application package on behalf of OGC's NSCLB. 
Instant messages suggest that the OGC Attorney performed the line attorney 
review for NSCLB and submitted the package to Anderson for her review and 
signature. 

4, FBI Director's Certification 

Corney reviewed and certified the Carter Page FISA Renewal Application No. 
1 on behalf of the FBI on January 12. Chapter Two describes the elements of the 

360 The OIG examined the completeness of the Woods File by comparing the facts asserted in 
Renewal Application No. 1 to the documents maintained in the Woods File. Our comparison identified 
instances in which facts asserted in the application were not supported by documentation in the 
Woods File. Specifically, we found facts asserted in the FISA application that have no supporting 
documentation in the Woods File, facts that have purported supporting documentation in the Woods 
File but the documentation does not state the fact asserted in the FISA application, or facts that have 
purported supporting documentation in the Woods File but the documentation shows the fact asserted 
is inaccurate. We provide examples of specific errors in Appendix One. 

361 As described in Chapters Two and Five, the affiant for a FISA application is the 
Headquarters Program Manager in the relevant Operations Branch and Section. In the case of this 
renewal application, the investigation was conducted from Headquarters, and SSA 2 was one of the 
Supervisory Special Agents supervising aspects of the investigation. 
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certification required by the Director or Deputy Director, including that the 
information sought through the requested FISA authority is foreign intelligence 
information that cannot reasonably be obtained by normal investigative techniques 
and is necessary to protect the United States against clandestine intelligence 
activities. Corney told the OIG that he had no specific memory of reviewing or 
signing any of the Carter Page FISA renewal application packages. As we discussed 
in Chapter Five, Corney recalled reading the first Carter Page application before he 
certified it and being satisfied that the application seemed factually and legally 
sufficient when he read it, and he had no questions or concerns before he signed. 

5. DAG Oral Briefing and Approval 

Yates did not specifically recall the oral briefing on Renewal Application No. 1. 
OI's Deputy Operations Section Chief conducted the briefing and told the OIG that 
she did not recall anyone having any questions about Renewal Application No. 1. 
Yates told the OIG she did not recall if she read the entire renewal or just the 
additions and changes. 

Yates told us that she did not have any concerns with the FBI seeking 
renewal authorization for the Carter Page FISA, although she wanted to make sure 
that the representation to the FISC was that the focus remained on Carter Page. 
Yates also told us that she had been briefed by McCabe prior to reviewing Renewal 
Application No. 1 on Steele's closure due to his disclosure to the media, and was 
aware that information would be included in the renewal. Yates said it was a brief 
discussion and she did not recall if McCabe told her whether there was an additional 
reason the FBI closed Steele or anything further about Steele. On January 12, 
Yates signed the application, and the application was submitted to the FISC the 
same day. By her signature, and as stated in the application, Yates found that the 
application satisfied the criteria and requirements of the FISA statute and approved 
its filing with the court. 362 

6. Final Orders 

The final FISA application included proposed orders, which were signed by 
FISC Judge Michael W. Mosman, on January 12, 2017. According to NSD, the judge 
signed the final orders, as proposed by the government in their entirety, without 
holding a hearing. 

The primary order and warrant stated that the court found, based upon the 
facts submitted in the verified application, that there was probable cause to believe 
that Russia is a foreign power and that Carter Page was an a ent of Russia under 
50 U.S.C. § 1801 b 2 E . The court also found that the 

362 Her si nature also s ecificall authorized 
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days and 
necessary to effectuate the electronic surveillance 
court authorized. 

II. PISA Renewal Application No. 2 (April 7, 2017) 

On April 7, 2017, the day FISA coverage targeting Carter Page was set to 
expire, and at the request of the FBI, the Department filed an application with the 
FISC requesting an additional 90 days of FISA coverage targeting Carter Page. A 
FISC judge reviewed and issued the requested orders resulting in an additional 90 
days of electronic surveillance ■■■••■■■■■ targeting Carter Page from 
April 7, 2017 to June 30, 2017. 

A. Case Reorganization, Investigative Developments, and Decision 
to Seek Renewal 

As described in Chapter Three, in January 2017, CD reorganized the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation and divided the cases among two of the three branches in 
CD. As a result of the reorganization, there were new supervisory special agents 
and case agents working on the Carter Page investigation. Deputy Assistant 
Director (DAD) Jennifer Boone and SSA 3 were the supervisors at Headquarters 
overseeing the Carter Page investigation, which was transferred to NYFO when the 
cases were reorganized. In March 2017, Case Agent 1 was promoted to a 
supervisory position, and Case Agent 6 became the new case agent handling the 
Carter Page investigation in NYFO, with assistance from case Agent 1 and SSA 5. 

Email communications reflect that the Crossfire Hurricane team continued to 
review evidence from the FISA collections after the court reauthorized FISA 
authority in January 2017, targeting Carter Page. In January and February 2017, 
the FBI provided updates to the OI Attorney, which were passed on to his 
supervisors and ODAG. These updates included: 

; and 

3. Page met with an FBI CHS regarding Page's think tank idea and 
wanted help/insight from the CHS. Page revealed to the CHS that he 
wanted the think tank to focus on countering anti-Western views on 
Russia. He also revealed that a senior Russian government official 
pledged a million dollars toward the project. 

In addition, the team continued its efforts to corroborate the information in 
Steele's reports, including identifying Steele's sub-sources. As described in Chapter 
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Six, after the FBI identified Steele's Primary Sub-source and in January 2017 (after 
Renewal Application No. 1 was signed), Case Agent 1 and the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst interviewed him/her. Following the January interview, the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst, with assistance from Case Agent 1, wrote a lengthy summary of the 
interview. As described in Chapter Six, the Primary Sub-source told the FBI that 
he/she provided Steele with some of the information in Steele's reports. The 
Supervisory Intel Analyst said that the information from the interview with the 
Primary Sub-source provided details used to identify sub-sources referenced in 
Steele's reports, which assisted the investigation. However, in some instances, 
statements the Primary Sub-source made about what his/her sources told 
him/her-and what he/she then provided to Steele-were inconsistent with 
information attributed to his/her sources in Steele's reporting, as well as in the first 
Carter Page FISA application and Renewal Application No. 1. As described in 
Chapter Eight, most team members told us that they either were not aware of the 
inconsistences or, if they were aware, did not make the connection that the 
inconsistencies affected aspects of the FISA applications. Further, Case Agent 1 
and the Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that the Primary Sub-source may have 
been "minimizing" certain aspects of what he/she told Steele. 

Further, in March 2017, Case Agent 1 and Case Agent 6 conducted five 
voluntary interviews with carter Page. During those interviews, Carter Page 
provided the following: information about his July and December 2016 trips to 
Moscow; individuals he denied meeting to include Igor Sechln and Paul Manafort; a 
trip to Singapore in February 2017 for Gazprom Investor Day; and his lack of 
involvement in the Republican National Committee's (RNC) platform change on 
assistance to Ukraine. Carter Page also discussed his contacts with Gazprom, his 
assumption that he was under FBI surveillance, and he denied that anyone from 
Russia asked him to relay any messages to anyone in the campaign. Carter Page 
told the agents that he knew he had previously communicated with Russian 
intelligence officers in New York but stated his interactions were not a "back­
channel," and he wanted nothing to do with espionage. He said that because of his 
interactions with these Russian intelligence officers, he knew he was "on the books" 
and understood that this meant RIS considered him a source, witting or unwitting. 
He also said that in mid-October 2016, while crossing a street in New York City, his 
cell phone fell out of his pocket and was smashed by a car, resulting in a loss of 
encrypted communications. 

Following the interviews with Carter Page and review of the FISA collections, 
agents working on the Carter Page investigation discussed and had differing 
opinions about seeking a second renewal. Case Agent 6 told us that although he 
reviewed the FISA collections when he was assigned to the Carter Page 
investigation in February 2017, he had not reviewed enough information to make a 
determination as to whether seekin a renewal was necessary. He told us that he 
reviewed in which Carter Pa e 

Case Agent 6 told us that although this email and Page's statement in 
an interview caused him to question whether it was worth seeking Renewal 
Application No. 2, he ultimately did not disagree with Case Agent 1 and SSA 5 who 
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told him they wanted to continue the surveillance of Page. He also said that he 
discussed seeking the renewal with his NYFO Special Agent in Charge and did not 
recall any disagreement about seeking a second renewal from anyone working on 
the investigation. 

SSA 3 told the OIG that there were discussions at Headquarters among 
members of the Crossfire Hurricane team, including SSA 2 and Boone, about Carter 
Page and whether he was a significant target at that point in the investigation. 
According to SSA 3, he and SSA 2 believed at the time they approached the 
decision point on a second FISA renewal that, based upon the evidence already 
collected, Carter Page was a distraction in the investigation, not a key player in the 
Trump campaign, and was not critical to the overarching investigation. SSA 2 told 
us that he questioned whether seeking a second renewal was the best use of FBI 
resources as Carter Page had "deviated from a consistent pattern of life" and was 
no longer communicating in the same way as he had in 2016. SSA 2 and SSA 3 
told us that they did not know or recall who at the FBI ultimately made the decision 
to seek the second renewal or the reasons why. 

Boone told us that the team discussed what further steps to take in the 
investigation of Carter Page and not solely whether or not to seek a second FISA 
renewal. Boone recalled a conversation with SSA 2 about whether a second 
renewal was necessary I but did not recall if she was directed from management to 
pursue a second renewal or if the team decided to seek a renewal after discussing 
whether it would add any value to the investigation. Boone did not recall who 
ultimately decided to move forward with Renewal Application No. 2, and available 
documents do not indicate. 

B. Preparation and Approval of Renewal Application No. 2 

1. Draft Renewal Application 

Case Agent 6 and the OGC Attorney assisted the OI Attorney in the 
preparation of Renewal Application No. 2. On March 20, Case Agent 6 sent the OI 
Attorney an email with an attachment that included "my first round of additions so 
you can get started." The additions that Case Agent 6 sent included information 
Carter Page provided in his FBI interviews in March 2017 about his involvement 
with a Russian business, Page's discussion with Russian officials about a Southern 
District of New York {SONY} indictment, Page's denials about meeting a Russian 
government official, and his lack of involvement in the drafting of the RNC's 
platform provision on Ukraine.363 Emails reflect that on March 23 and March 29, 
Case Agent 6 sent a draft of Renewal Application No. 2 to Case Agent 1 for his 
review; however, we did not find a response from Case Agent 1 to Case Agent 6 
about the draft. 

363 As discussed in Chapter Eight, all of the Carter Page FISA applications alleged that Page 
participated in drafting the RNC's platform change on providing lethal assistance to Ukraine. The FISA 
appllcations alleged that the platform change on Ukraine would not include a provision to provide 
weapons to Ukraine to fight Russian and rebel forces, controverting Republican Party policy. 

212 



10670

388 

On March 23, Case Agent 6 emailed the OI Attorney additional information 
from recent FISA collections, recent Carter Page interviews, and other information 
derived from the ongoing investigation for inclusion in Renewal Application No. 2. 
Case Agent 6 did not provide the OI Attorney with the written summary of the 
Primary Sub-source's interview in January 2017, but instead included in his March 
20 write-up for the OI Attorney two brief references to aspects of the January 
Interview, neither of which identified the key inconsistencies between the Primary 
Sub-source and Steele that we address in Chapter Eight. The OI Attorney 
completed an initial draft of Renewal Application No. 2 on March 23 and emails 
reflect that, over the next few days, Case Agent 6 and the OI Attorney edited the 
initial draft. On March 29, the OI Attorney sent the OGC Attorney a draft for his 
review and advised that, following the OGC Attorney's review, the OI Attorney 
would finalize the draft for an "up the chain review." 

The statement of facts in the draft and final second renewal application 
contained the same information used to support probable cause as in Renewal 
Application No. 1. This included the assessment that post-election, the FBI believed 
that the Russian government would continue efforts to use U.S. persons, such as 
Carter Page, to covertly influence U.S. foreign policy and support Russia's 
perception management efforts. In addition, Renewal Application No. 2 advised the 
court of recent investigative results, including: 

• 

• The results of recent FBI interviews with Carter Page in which he 
revealed that during his December 2016 travel to Russia, he met the 
Russian Deputy Prime Minister who asked him how to connect for 
"future cooperation," and in which Page also revealed that during 
travel to Singapore, he met a Vice President of Gazprombank, which 
the FBI assessed revealed Russia's continued interest in Page;364 

• Carter Page's denial during a March 2017 FBI interview that he told 
Russian officials that he was "Male-1" in the indictment of three 
Russian intelligence officers, described in Chapter Three. When asked 
a second time about this statement, Page said he "forgot the exact 
statement," which the FBI assessed showed that Page was not 
completely forthcoming during this interview; 

• 

• 

364 As with other denials made by Carter Page (described in Chapters Five and Ten), Renewal 
Application No. 2 did not include denials Carter Page made during a meeting with an FBI CHS in 
January 2017 concerning Steele's election reports. During that recorded meeting, Carter Page 
characterized the Steele election reporting as "just so false" and "complete Iles and spin." 
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• 

• A February 2017 letter Carter Page sent to the Department of Justice, 
Civil Rights Division's Voting Section, urging the review of "severe 
election fraud in the form of disinformation, suppression of dissent, 
hate crimes and other extensive abuses" by members of the Clinton 
campaign, which the FBI as-sessed was self-serving and untrue. 

Renewal Application No. 2 also included a new footnote stating that the FBI 
conducted several interviews of Papadopoulos, during which Papadopoulos 
confirmed he met with officials from the FFG but denied discussing anything related 
to the Russian government, which the FBI assessed were misleading or incomplete 
statements. The footnote did not include that Papadopoulos made other 
statements during these interviews, including statements that minimized Carter 
Page's role in the Trump campaign and a claim that Person 1 (whom the FBI 
assessed was the likely source for some of the Steele reporting relied upon in the 
applications, including the allegations against Page) told Papadopoulos that he/she 
(Person 1) had no knowledge of the Information reported in "the recent Trump 
Dossier." Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 did advise the court of a news article 
claiming that Person 1 was a source for some of the Steele reports and that Person 
1 denied having any compromising information regarding the President. 365 

The source characterization statement for Steele, reliance on Steele's 
reporting, and the information concerning the positions and access of the sub­
sources remained the same as in the first FISA application and Renewal Application 
No. 1, with the exception of changing Steele's status with the FBI from "suspended" 
to "closed" as a result of the Mother Jones disclosure. The QI Attorney told us that 
there had been prior instances in other investigations where the FBI has closed a 
source, and QI disclosed it to the FISC as they did in the Carter Page Renewal 
Application No. 2. The 01 Attorney told us that OI expects the FBI to assess the 
information provided by a closed source, and how closure of the source impacts the 
information from the source cited in an application. In this instance, he said the 
FBI told him that it continued to believe Steele was reliable. 

365 In Chapter Five, we describe how the FBI did not specifically and explicitly advise OI about 
the FBI's assessment before the first FISA application that Person l was the sub-source who provided 
the information relied upon in the application from Steele Reports 80, 95, and 102; that Steele had 
provided derogatory information regarding Person 1; and that the FBI had an open counterintelligence 
investigation on Person 1. As noted previously, in the next chapter, we describe the information from 
the Primary Sub-source interview concerning Person 1 and the information that was not shared with 
OI about inconsistences between the Primary Sub-source and Steele concerning information provided 
by Person 1. 
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Finally, the draft and final FISA Renewal Application No. 2 advised the court 
in a footnote that the FBI interviewed Steele's Prima Sub-source and found 
him/her to be "truthful and coo erative." 

the application did not otherwise 
describe the information the Primary Sub-source provided to the FBI or identify any 
statements made by Primary Sub-source that contradicted or were inconsistent 
with information from Steele's reports relied on in the application. Emails reflect 
that on March 31, the OI Attorney drafted this footnote with feedback from the OGC 
Attorney. The OGC Attorney edited the footnote to reflect that the FBI was 
undertaking "additional investigative activity to further corroborate the information 
provide [sic] by [Steele]," The descriptor that the Primary Sub-source was "truthful 
and cooperative" was not edited by the OGC Attorney, who told us that although he 
did not receive a full briefing on the interview of the Primary Sub-source, he was 
present at meetings where the interview was discussed. The OGC Attorney said he 
recalled that he learned during these meetings that the information from the 
Primary Sub-source "echoed what the reporting was that [Steele] provided to us." 
We asked why the application did not include the information the Primary Sub­
source provided during the interview and the OGC Attorney told us that he did not 
believe the OI Attorney was "looking to provide that level of detail in the 
application." 

2. Review and Approval Process 

As described below, FISA Renewal Application No. 2 received supervisory 
review similar to Renewal Application No. 1, including review by NSD supervisors 
and ODAG. 

a. Supervisory Review and Finalization of Read Copy 

As with Renewal Application No. 1, Baker told us that he did not review 
Renewal Application No. 2. Anderson was on leave during this time, and we found 
no evidence that anyone in OGC above the OGC Unit Chief level reviewed Renewal 
Application No. 2. 

On March 30, the OI Attorney emailed a draft of Renewal Application No. 2 to 
Evans, Sanz-Rexach, OI's Deputy Operations Section Chief, and the OI Unit Chief 
for their review. Sanz-Rexach told us that he read Renewal Application No. 2 and 
did not have any concerns with the probable cause stated in the application. He 
said that with each renewal application, the FBI was obtaining "nuggets" of 
additional information that furthered the probable cause. The Deputy Operations 
Section Chief told us that she reviewed this renewal application and may have 
provided comments, but she did not recall any specific discussions about Renewal 
Application No. 2. 

On April 3, Evans emailed McCord the draft application for her review and 
advised her that the read copy would be filed with the FISC later that day. McCord 
told us that while she did not have a specific recollection of Renewal Application No. 
2, she did recall that after the first FISA renewal, there were ■■ 
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and more information developed in the investigation. Specifically, she 
recalled that the team had developed information confirming Carter Page's July trip, 
behavior by Page that was "at least suspicious," and that he made self-serving 
statements. 

b. ODAG Review and Approval of Read Copy 

On January 30, 2017, Dana Boente became the Acting Attorney General. On 
February 9, 2017, following the confirmation of Jefferson Sessions to be the 
Attorney General, Boente became the Acting DAG, a position in which he served 
until April 25, 2017. On March 31, 2017, Boente became the Acting Attorney 
General with respect to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation by virtue of then 
Attorney General Sessions's recusal. Some of the personnel in ODAG also changed 
after January 30, and James Crowell became Acting PADAG. Gauhar remained in 
ODAG and continued in her position as the Associate Deputy Attorney General 
responsible for ODAG's national security portfolio. 

On April 2, Gauhar gave the draft application to Boente and Crowell, along 
with a memorandum containing questions and notations to assist in their review of 
the renewal application. Gauhar said that because this was Boente's first review of 
a FISA application targeting Carter Page, Boente wanted to ensure he had "good 
visibility" into the application. Boente told us that he did not specifically recall 
reading the Gauhar memorandum or reviewing the read copy, although 
contemporaneous documents and emails reflect that Boente did, in fact, review the 
read copy prior to it being filed with the court. 

Gauhar told us, and notes reflect, that after Boente reviewed the footnote in 
the renewal application concerning the closure of Steele as an FBI CHS, Boente 
asked whether there was concern about the potential bias of Steele. Gauhar told 
us that she did not recall the specific discussions they may have had on this issue, 
but she recalled that Boente was very engaged on the issue of Steele's potential 
bias, and said they had multiple discussions on that specific issue. Boente told us 
that he did not recall what information he was provided about Steele or what 
Boente knew about Steele or his reporting when Boente considered the second 
renewal application. 

As with the previous two Carter Page FISA applications, OI waited for 
approval from ODAG before submitting the read copy to the FISC. On April 3, 
Gauhar notified Evans that Boente approved sending the read copy to the FISC. 

3. Feedback from the FISC, Completion of the Final Renewal 
Application and woods Procedures, and Final Legal 
Review 

On April 3, the read copy was filed with the FISC. On April 6, the OI 
Attorney advised Evans and the 01 supervisors that the FISC judge reviewed the 
renewal application, had one non-substantive edit to a signature page, and would 
sign the application without an appearance. 
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On April 3, the OI Unit Chief "signed out" the cert copy of the application and 
cert memo to the FBI, so that the FBI could complete the Woods Procedures. Case 
Agent 6 asked Case Agent 1 to assist with the Woods Procedures because Case 
Agent 6 recently joined the investigation and was not familiar with all of the 
historical facts related to Carter Page. Case Agent 6 provided documents to Case 
Agent 1, who was the agent responsible for compiling the supporting 
documentation into the Woods File and performing the field office database checks 
on Carter Page and the accuracy review of each fact asserted in the FISA 
application. SSA 5 was responsible for confirming that the Woods File contained 
appropriate documentation for the factual assertions in the FISA application. 

As noted previously, Case Agent 1 told us that his general practice on a 
renewal application is not to necessarily review the factual assertions carried over 
from the prior application. He said that if the factual information does not 
materially change from the prior FISA application, he will just review the newly 
added information. However, in this case, Case Agent 1 told us that he was "pretty 
sure" he reviewed the factual assertions from the prior renewal application in 
addition to the new factual assertions to confirm the Woods File contained the 
appropriate documentation for Renewal Application No. 2. 366 After Case Agent 1 
completed the Woods process, he signed the Woods Form and gave the Woods 
Form and Woods File to SSA 5 who was his supervisor in NYFO. SSA 5 told us he 
made sure every fact in the application had a supporting document in the Woods 
File. SSA 5 then signed the Woods Form on April 4, affirming the verification and 
documentation of each factual assertion in the application, and sent the FISA 
application package containing the Woods Form, cert copy, and cert memo to the 
Headquarters Program Manager assigned the responsibility of signing the final 
application as the affiant under oath that the factual information was true and 
correct. 367 

As in the case of Renewal Application No. 1, SSA 2 served as the affiant for 
Renewal Application No. 2. SSA 2 told us that he reviewed the newly added 
information in Renewal Application No. 2 and identified no issues with any of the 
information in the application. SSA 2 told us that he believed everything in the 
application was true and correct. SSA 2 told us that he did not recall reviewing the 
Woods Form, but that it was his practice at the time to do so before signing a FISA 
application (as described in Chapter Two, the Woods Procedures do not require the 

366 As we noted previously, according to Case Agent 6, Case Agent 1 told him that when he 
(Case Agent 1) performed the factual accuracy review on Renewal Application No. 1, he only reviewed 
the new factual assertions in the application, not the factual assertions that carried over from the prior 
application. Case Agent 6 told us that they did not discuss how Case Agent 1 performed the factual 
accuracy review on Renewal Application No. 2. 

361 The OIG examined the completeness of the Woods File by comparing the facts asserted in 
Renewal Application No. 2 to the documents maintained in the Woods File. Our comparison identified 
instances in which facts asserted in the application were not supported by documentation in the 
Woods File. Specifically, we found facts asserted in the FISA application that have no supporting 
documentation in the Woods File, facts that have purported supporting documentation in the Woods 
File but the documentation does not state the fact asserted in the FISA application, or facts that have 
purported supporting documentation in the Woods File but the document shows the fact asserted is 
inaccurate. We provide examples of specific errors In Appendix One. 
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affiant to review the Woods File, only the case agent and his or her supervisor). 
After doing so, SSA 2 signed the affidavit affirming under penalty of perjury that 
the information in the package was true and correct before he submitted it to an 
OGC Attorney. 

The OGC Attorney said that while he was aware of the FBI seeking renewal 
authority for the Carter Page FISA, he had less awareness of the specific issues in 
Renewal Application No. 2 and did not recall reviewing any drafts other than the 
cert copy. We were advised that the FBI and NSD were unable to locate a fully 
signed copy of the cert memo that accompanied Renewal Application No. 2, and we 
were therefore unable to independently determine who reviewed the FISA 
application package on behalf of OGC's NSCLB. 

4. FBI Director's Certification 

Corney signed FISA Renewal Application No. 2 on behalf of the FBI on April 5, 
2017, certifying that the information sought was foreign intelligence information 
that could not reasonably be obtained by normal investigative techniques and was 
necessary to protect the United States against clandestine intelligence activities. 
Although Corney did not specifically recall reviewing FISA Renewal Application No. 
2, for the reasons described in Chapter Five, Corney told us that he reviewed the 
first Carter Page application and was satisfied that the requested FISA authority 
had a sufficient foreign intelligence purpose. 

s. Oral Briefing and Approval 

Sanz-Rexach briefed Boente on Renewal Application No. 2 and told us that lt 
was a short briefing, and Boente did not raise any questions before he signed the 
application. Boente had requested regular briefings on the investigation after he 
became the Acting Attorney General and was familiar with the case at the time he 
reviewed and approved Renewal Application No. 2. 

Although, as noted above, contemporaneous documents and emails reflect 
that Boente read the application prior to it being filed with the court, Boente told us 
that he did not have an independent recollection of having read the application. 
After showing him the documentation indicating that he had read it, Boente said 
that he was sure he would have read the application provided to him. Boente told 
us that although he did not recall specific discussions about Steele in connection 
with this application, he remembered being aware that the origin of Steele's reports 
was opposition research, and he thought the footnote identifying Steele's reporting 
as political opposition research was "very clear. n Boente told us when he signed 
the application following NSD's short oral briefing, he was satisfied that there was 
sufficient probable cause to believe Page was an agent of a foreign power. He also 
told us that he knew at the time that two different judges had previously found 
probable cause, and that it was important to acquire whatever evidence the 
Department could regarding Russia's interference with the 2016 U.S. elections. 

On April 7, Boente signed the application as Acting Attorney General, and the 
application was submitted to the FISC the same day. By his signature, and as 
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stated in the application, Boente found that the application satisfied the criteria and 
requirements of the FISA statute and approved its filing with the court. 368 

6. Final Orders 

The final FISA application included proposed orders, which were signed by 
FISC Judge Anne C. Conway on April 7, 2017. According to NSD, the judge signed 
the final orders, as proposed by the government in their entirety, without holding a 
hearing. 

The primary order and warrant stated that the court found, based upon the 
facts submitted in the verified application, that there was probable cause to believe 
that Russia is a foreign power and that Carter Page was an a ent of Russia under 
50 U.S.C. 1801 b 2 E • The court also found that 

court aut 
days and 
necessary to effectuate the electronic surveillance 
by the court. 

III. FISA Renewal Application No. 3 (June 29, 2017) 

On June 29, 2017, a day before FISA coverage on Carter Page was going to 
expire, and at the request of the FBI, the Department filed an application with the 
FISC requesting an additional 90 days of FISA coverage targeting Carter Page.369 A 
FISC judge reviewed and issued the requested orders resulting in an additional 90 

days of electronic surveillance ····•····· targeting Carter Page from 
June 29, 2017 to September 22, 2017. 

A. Investigative Developments and Decision to Seek FISA 
Renewal 

After the second renewal of FISA authority, the FBI continued its FISA 
collection of communications and other evidence pertaining to Carter Page. In 
addition, available documents indicate that one of the focuses of the Carter Page 
investigation at this time was obtaining his financial records. NYFO sought 
compulsory legal process in April 2017 for banking and financial records for Carter 
Page and his company, Global Energy Capital, as well as information relating to two 
encrypted online applications, one of which Page utilized on his cell phone. 

368 Boente's signature also specifically authorized 

369 On May 17, 2017, the Crossfire Hurricane cases were transferred to the Office of the 
Special Counsel. Although agents and analysts were working with the Special Counsel, the FISA 
application was still subject to Department approval and notification requirements. 

219 



10677

395 

Documents reflect that agents also conducted multiple interviews of individuals 
associated with Carter Page. 

Case Agent 6 told us, and documents reflect, that despite the ongoing 
investigation, the team did not expect to renew the Carter Page FISA before 
Renewal Application No. 2's authority expired on June 30. Case Agent 6 said that 
the FISA collection the FBI had received during the second renewal period was not 
yielding any new information. The OGC Attorney told us that when the FBI was 
considering whether to seek further FISA authority following Renewal Application 
No. 2, the FISA was "starting to go dark." During one of the March 2017 
interviews, Page told Case Agent 1 and Case Agent 6 that he believed he was under 
surveillance and the agents did not believe continued surveillance would rovide 
an relevant information. Case A ent 6 said 

SSA 5 and SSA 2 said that further investigation yielded previously unknown 
locations that they believed could provide information of investigative value, and 
they decided to seek another renewal. S ecificall SSA 5 and Case A ent 6 told 
us and documents reflect that 

B. Preparation and Approval of Renewal Application No. 3 

1. Draft Renewal Application 

Case Agent 6 assisted the OI Attorney in the preparation of Renewal 
Application No. 3. Emails reflect that Case Agent 6 and the OI Attorney exchanged 
information on recent investigative findings and relevant FISA collections for the 
draft of Renewal Application No. 3.370 On June 16, the OI Attorney emailed the 
OGC Attorney and Case Agent 6 the first draft of Renewal Application No. 3 for their 
review. On June 18, Case Agent 6 responded to the email by providing answers to 
the remaining questions in the draft application. Emails reflect that on June 19, the 
Supervisory Intel Analyst and SSA 2 received a copy of the renewal draft from Case 
Agent 6 for review; however, the Supervisory Intel Analyst did not recall reviewing 
the renewal application. SSA 2 said he had no comments, and we found no 
documentation indicating one way or the other. 

The statement of facts in the third renewal application contained the same 
information used to support probable cause as in Renewal Application No. 2. This 

370 Although there were no recent relevant FISA collections the team found useful, we were 
told that the FBI was still reviewing FISA collections identified prior to Renewal Application No. 2. 
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included the assessment that post-election, the FBI believed that the Russian 
government would continue efforts to use U.S. persons, such as Carter Page, to 
covertly influence U.S. foreign policy and support Russia's perception management 
efforts. In addition, Renewal Application No. 3 advised the court of recent 
investigative results, including: 

• A June 2017 interview by the FBI of an individual closely tied to the 
President of the New Economic School in Moscow who stated that 
Carter Page was selected to give a commencement speech in July 
2016 because he was candidate Trump's "Russia-guy." This individual 
also told the FBI that while in Russia in July 2016, Carter Page was 
picked up in a chauffeured car and it was rumored he met with Igor 
Sechin. However, the FD-302 documenting this interview, which was 
included in the Woods File for Renewal Application No. 3, does not 
contain any reference to a chauffeured car picking up Carter Page. we 
were unable to locate any document or information in the Woods File 
that supported this assertion.371 

• A June 2017 interview by the FBI of a different individual closely tied 
to the New Economic School in Moscow who told investigators that he 
did not think it likely that Carter Page and Sechin met during Page's 
visit to Moscow in July 2016. The FBI assessed that, because this 
individual was unaware of a meeting that Carter Page had with a 
different Russian official while in Moscow in July 2016, the indiVidual 
did not know about all the meetings that Page had while in Moscow in 
July 2016, and the FBI assessed that, based on the rumored meeting 
between Page and Sechin described in the prior bullet point, Page 
likely met with Sechin prior to the time that Page joined this individual 
at the New Economic School; 

• 

• 

371 We asked both agents that interviewed this individual, Case Agent 6 and Case Agent 7, if 
this individual stated during the interview that Page was picked up in a chauffeured car. Case Agent 6 
told us he did recall the individual making this statement; Case Agent 7 did not recall and stated he 
may have made the statement during a telephone interview that occurred later. 
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• 

• A statement by carter Page during a March 30 interview with the FBI 
about the loss and destruction of his cell phone at the same time 
media reports were discussing the FBI's possible investigation of Page; 
and 

• Carter Page's meetings with media outlets, which the FBI assessed 
may have been undertaken to promote his theories on U.S. foreign 
policy and refute claims of involvement with the Russian government's 
efforts to influence the 2016 U.S. election. The FBI believed Page was 
instructed by Russian officials to deny in the media Russian 
involvement with the election. 

The application also stated the following: 

Additionally, based on Page's history of willingness to 
assist Russian IOs, which as discussed above the FBI believes began 
as early as 2007 ... , and his comment to the FBI that he believes he is 
"on the [SVR] books," the FBI believes that Page remains favorable to 
future RIS taskings. 

Steele's source characterization statement, reliance on Steele's reporting, 
and the information concerning the positions and access of Steele's sub-sources 
remained the same as in Renewal Application No. 2. The short description of the 
FBI's January 2017 interview with Steele's Prima Sub-source also remained the 
same. Renewal A lication No. 3 also added 

In support of probable cause, the FBI added statements Carter Page made 
during his first consensually monitored meeting with an FBI CHS in August 2016 
(summarized in Chapter Ten). These statements included Page's response to a 
reference to "the 1980 October Surprise," where Page stated that there would be a 
"different October Surprise" this year and later stated that "well I want to have the 
conspiracy theory about the, uh, the Ru- the next email dump with these, uh, 33 
thousand, you know." In the application, the FBI assessed that these statements, 
along with other evidence, indicated that Page was aware of the pending leak of 
DNC emails. 373 As previously described in Chapter Five, none of the applications 
advised the court of other statements Page made during this meeting, including 

373 On or about November 6, 2016, WikiLeaks released a second set of DNC emails. 
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that he had "literally never met" Manafort, had "never said one word to him," and 
that Manafort had not responded to any of Carter Page's emails. 

As described in Chapter Five, we found that information about the August 
2016 meeting was not included in any of the three prior FISA applications because 
it was not shared with the OI Attorney until on or about June 20, 2017, when Case 
Agent 6 sent the OI Attorney a 163-page document containing the statements 
made by Carter Page during the meeting. The OI Attorney told us that he used the 
163-page document to accurately quote Page's statements concerning the "October 
Surprise" in the final renewal application but that the OI Attorney did not read the 
other aspects of the document and that the case agent did not flag for him the 
statements Page made about Manafort. The OI Attorney told us that these 
statements, which were available to the FBI before the first application, should 
have been flagged by the FBI for inclusion in the FISA applications at that time 
because the statements were relevant to the court's assessment of the allegations 
concerning Manafort using Page as an intermediary with Russia. Case Agent 6 told 
us that he did not know that Page made the statement about Manafort because the 
August 2016 meeting took place before he was assigned to the investigation. He 
said that the reason he knew about the "October Surprise" statements in the 
document was that he had heard about them from Case Agent 1 and did a word 
search to find the specific discussion on that topic. Case Agent 6 further told us 
that he added the "October Surprise" statements in consultation with the OI 
Attorney after the OI Attorney asked him if there was other information in the case 
file that would help support probable cause. 

Case Agent 1 assisted in the preparation of the first application and told us 
that he did not recall why he did not Include the "October Surprise" statements in 
the first application. He told us that he remembered that he thought it was an "odd 
exchange" between Page and the CHS at the time, and he said may have thought 
that it would have been difficult to convey to the court what Page's words meant. 

Similar to the previous applications, Renewal Application No. 3 did not advise 
the court of information provided to the FBI in August 2016 regarding Carter Page's 
relationship with another U.S. government agency and information Page had shared 
with the other agency about his contacts with Russian intelligence officers, contacts 
that overlapped with facts asserted In the FISA application. This was so even 
though the FBI re-engaged with the other U.S. government agency in June 2017, 
following Interviews that Page gave to news outlets in April and May 2017 during 
which Page stated that he had assisted the USIC in the past. SSA 2, who was to be 
the affiant for the third renewal and had been the affiant for the first two renewals, 
told us that he wanted a definitive answer as to whether Page had ever been a 
source for the other U.S. government agency before the final renewal application 
because he was concerned that Page could claim that he had been acting on behalf 
of the U.S. government in engaging with certain Russians. As we describe in 
Chapter Eight, this led to interactions between the FBI OGC Attorney and a liaison 
from the other U.S. government agency, who reconfirmed the information that the 
other agency had provided to the FBI in August 2016 that Page did have a prior 
relationship with that other agency. However, for reasons we detail in Chapter 
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Eight, that information was not accurately provided to either SSA 2 or OI by the 
OGC Attorney and was therefore not included in the third renewal application. 

2. Review and Approval Process 

As with Renewal Application Nos. 1 and 2, Baker told us he did not review 
Renewal Application No. 3. Baker told us that he questioned whether it was 
worthwhile to seek another renewal because Carter Page was no longer using the 
facilities the FBI was monitoring, and that from a management perspective, an 
additional renewal was not worth the expenditure of resources. Baker recalled 
discussions about whether the FISA was still productive and providing any foreign 
intelligence, but the decision was made to continue wlth the renewal because there 
was still an opportunity to obtain foreign intelligence information. Anderson did not 
recall whether she reviewed the third renewal application, and we found no 
evidence that anyone else in OGC above the OGC Unit Chief level did so. 

On June 21, the OI Unit Chief sent the OI Attorney, Case Agent 6, and the 
OGC Attorney questions after reviewing the draft application. The OI Unit Chief's 
questions focused on whether there were updates to assessments from the prior 
renewals. On June 22, following email communications with Case Agent 6 to 
finalize the edits and questions from the OI Unit Chief, the OI Attorney emailed the 
read copy to Evans, Sanz~Rexach, the Deputy Operations Section Chief, and Case 
Agent 6. The OI managers and Evans told us that they did not recall their 
feedback, and Evans said he was not sure whether he reviewed this final application 
before it was filed. 

On June 23, the same day the read copy was submitted to the court, Evans 
emailed Gauhar the application for ODAG's review. Unlike the read copy for the 
three prior Carter Page FISA applications, we found no information indicating that 
ODAG received and approved the read copy in advance of OI filing it with the court. 
With Renewal Application No. 3, it appears NSD followed the more typical practice 
of submitting the application to ODAG shortly before the DAG approved and signed 
the final application. 

3. Feedback from the FISC, Completion of the Final Renewal 
Application and Woods Procedures, and FBI Director 
Certification 

On June 28, the OI Attorney advised Evans, Sanz-Rexach, and OI's Deputy 
Operations Section Chief that, based on the read copy, the judge would approve 
Renewal Application No. 3. According to the OI Attorney's email to his supervisors, 
the judge "believed there was enough to let us go one more time and he will 
approve without a hearing." The OI Attorney told the OIG that the words, "let us 
go one more time" were his words and not the words of the judge. He said that he 
was not trying to imply that the judge said that the court would not approve 
another renewal. 

Before the court's feedback, the OI Unit Chief "signed out" the cert copy of 
the application and cert memo to the FBI, so that the FBI could complete the 
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Woods Procedures. Emails reflect that a few additional minor edits were made to 
the cert copy after the read copy was flied and prior to the completion of the Woods 
Procedures. 

Case Agent 7 was a relatively new FBI special agent who was responsible for 
compiling the supporting documentation into a Woods File and performing the field 
office database checks on Carter Page and the accuracy review of each fact 
asserted in the FISA application. Case Agent 7 told us that he had been assigned 
to assist in the Carter Page investigation sometime in spring 2017. Case Agent 7 
was responsible for confirming that the file contained appropriate documentation for 
the factual assertions in the FISA application. Case Agent 7 told us that when he 
conducted the factual accuracy review on Renewal Application No. 3, he reviewed 
every fact to re-verify the accuracy of factual assertions carried over from prior 
applications and made sure every factual assertion had appropriate documentation 
in the Woods File. During the Woods process, Case Agent 6 and Case Agent 7, 
identified some documents that were missing from the Woods File, and added them 
in order to provide support for the pertinent factual assertions in Renewal 
Application No. 3. After Case Agent 7 completed the Woods process, he signed the 
Woods Form and gave the Woods Form and Woods File to SSA 5, who was Case 
Agent 7's supervisor in NYFO. SSA 5 told us he made sure every factual assertion 
in the application had a supporting document in the Woods File. SSA 5 signed the 
Woods Form on June 27, affirming the verification and documentation of each 
factual assertion in the application, and then sent the FISA application package 
containing the Woods Form, cert copy, and cert memo to the Headquarters 
Program Manager assigned the responsibility of signing the final application, as the 
affiant, under oath that the factual information was true and correct. 374 

As with the prior renewal applications, the Headquarters Program Manager 
assigned as the affiant for the final renewal application was SSA 2. SSA 2 told us 
that he believed he reviewed the newly added information in the renewal. In 
addition, SSA 2 said that as the affiant, it was his practice to review the Woods 
Form to make sure it was completed by the case agent and an SSA before signing 
off on the application and submitting it to an OGC attorney (as described in Chapter 
Two, the Woods Procedures did not require the affiant to review the Woods File, 
only the case agent and his or her supervisor). SSA 2 told us that he believed 
everything in the application was true and correct. SSA 2 signed the affidavit 
affirming under penalty of perjury that the information in the package was true and 
correct. He then submitted the FISA application package to the OGC Attorney for 
legal review. 

374 The OIG examined the completeness of the Woods File by comparing the facts asserted in 
Renewal Application No. 3 to the documents maintained in the Woods File. Our comparison identified 
instances in which facts asserted in the application were not supported by documentation in the 
Woods File. Specifically, we found facts that are asserted in the FISA application that have no 
supporting documentation in the Woods File, facts that have purported supporting documentation in 
the Woods File but the documentation does not state the fact asserted in the FISA application, or facts 
that have purported supporting documentation in the Woods File but the documentation shows the 
fact asserted is inaccurate. We provide examples of specific errors in Appendix One. 
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The OGC Attorney, who had participated in the drafting process and was 
familiar with the content of the application, told us that he reviewed the Woods 
Form with the Headquarters Program Manager. After the OGC Attorney confirmed 
that all of the Woods Procedures had been completed, he signed the cert memo 
below the OI Unit Chief's signature and submitted the package to OGC Unit Chief 2 
who was assigned to perform the supervisory legal review. 375 

OGC Unit Chief 2 told us that he could not recall whether he read Renewal 
Application No. 3 in its entirety or just the probable cause portion. He said that his 
general practice is to rely upon the cert memo's description, and if something 
"triggers" his inclination to go further, he will read some or all of the application. 
OGC Unit Chief 2 told us that he was sure he reviewed the cert memo and Woods 
Form and, based on those documents, determined that the application package was 
complete, all the steps of the Woods Procedures were represented to have been 
taken, the probable cause standard was met, and there were no outstanding issues. 
He then signed the cert memo, signifying that the application was ready for 
certification and for submission to the FBI Director. 

Then Acting Director McCabe signed Renewal Application No. 3 on June 28, 
certifying that the information sought was foreign intelligence information that 
could not reasonably be obtained by normal investigative techniques and was 
necessary to protect the United States against clandestine intelligence activities. 
McCabe told us that he did not recall whether he reviewed the entire FISA 
application package or whether he relied primarily upon the cert memo and his 
familiarity with the Carter Page investigation before he made the required 
certification. He told us that he understood at the time he signed the application 
that the FBI, Department, and FISC were comfortable with the application such that 
it was not "a great stretch" for him to sign the certification. 

4. DAG Oral Briefing and Approval 

On April 26, 2017, Rod Rosenstein was confirmed as the Deputy Attorney 
General. Gauhar remained the Associate Deputy Attorney General (ADAG) 
responsible for ODAG's national security portfolio and told us that she worked 
primarily with Crowell to complete the ODAG review of Renewal Application No. 3. 
Crowell told us he read the application but relied on Gauhar and NSD to advise 
Rosenstein on this application. 

Shortly after he was sworn in as DAG, Rosenstein received briefings about 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Rosenstein told us that, as a result, he was 
more familiar with the facts of the case than is typical for FISA applications. 
Rosenstein received a copy of the application in advance of NSD's oral briefing, and 
told us he "would have looked through it." Although he could not recall whether he 

375 Chapter Two describes the signature from NSCLB necessary for approval on the cert memo 
as Senior Executive Service (SES) level. Witnesses told us that usually the SES-level supervisor is an 
NSCLB section chief or a Deputy General Counsel, but that, on occasions, the role is delegated to a 
GS-15 Unit Chief. 
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reviewed the application in its entirety, he recalled reading enough to understand 
the substance of the allegations involved. 

Rosenstein told us that he had reviewed FISA applications almost every day 
after his confirmation, and he believed Renewal Application No. 3 was "above 
average" in terms of the justification for the continued coverage in the renewal. He 
said that he was in a different position than those who considered the previous 
applications because by the time he received the application, many different 
Department officials had approved the prior ones and three different federal judges 
had found probable cause. He also said he had a conversation with Boente about 
the application in which Boente expressed the view that a DAG should not refuse to 
sign a FISA application that establishes probable cause, and when there is a 
legitimate basis for conducting the investigation, just because it could end up 
becoming "politically embarrassing" at some later point. 376 Further, Rosenstein told 
us that he did not view the application as being "particularly sensitive" when he 
received it in June 2017 because at that time the campaign was over, and Carter 
Page did not have any connection to the Trump Administration. 

On June 29, OI's Deputy Operations Section Chief provided a briefing on the 
June renewal application to Rosenstein, and, according to Gauhar, Rosenstein 
brought his copy of Renewal Application No. 3 to the briefing. Gauhar and the 
Deputy Operations Section Chief did not recall any significant questions during the 
briefing about the renewal. However, Rosenstein told us that he recalled raising a 
question (at this briefing or immediately before it) about whether continued FISA 
coverage was going to produce useful information given that the FISA coverage 
targeting Carter Page had been leaked to the media. He said that he remembered 
being told that this renewal would likely be the last one unless new evidence was 
uncovered. 

On June 29, Rosenstein signed the application, and the application was 
submitted to the FISC the same day. By his signature, and as stated in the 
application, Rosenstein found that the application satisfied the criteria and 
requirements of the FISA and approved its filing with the court. 377 

5. Final Orders 

The final FISA application included proposed orders, which were signed by 
FISC Judge Raymond J. Dearie, on June 29, 2017. According to NSD, the judge 
signed the final orders, as proposed by the government in their entirety, without 
holding a hearing. 

The primary order and warrant stated that the court found, based upon the 
facts submitted in the verified application, that there was probable cause to believe 

376 On June 26, Boente, who at the time was seiving as the Acting Assistant Attorney General 
for NSD, received the read copy of Renewal Application No. 3. Boente told us he had no recollection 
of reading the application. 

377 Rosenstein's signature also specifically authorized 
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that Russia is a foreign power and that Carter Page was an a 
50 u.s.c. § 1801 b 2 E . The court also found that 

court auth riz 
days and 
necessary to effectuate the electronic surveillance 
by the court. 

Approximately 1 year after this final FISA application, in July 2018, NSD 
submitted a letter to the FISC, advising the court of certain factual omissions in the 
Carter Page FISA applications that came to NSD's attention after the last renewal 
application was filed. In the next chapter we describe this compliance letter to the 
FISC and the omissions detailed in it, as well as other instances, not known to NSD 
at the time but identified by the OIG during this review, in which factual assertions 
relied upon ln the three Carter Page renewal applications were inaccurate, 
incomplete, or unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon information 
in the FBI's possession at the time the applications were filed. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 
MISSTATEMENTS, OMISSIONS, AND ERRORS IN THE FISA 

RENEWAL APPLICATIONS 

As we describe in this chapter, the three Carter Page renewal applications 
contained a number of factual representations that were inaccurate, incomplete, or 
unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon information in the FBI's 
possession at the time the applications were filed. On July 12, 2018, approximately 
one year after the final FISA renewal application, the National Security Division 
(NSD) sent a letter to the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court {FISC) advising 
the court of certain factual omissions in the Carter Page FISA applications that 
came to NSD's attention after the last renewal application was filed. The 
information, which had been in the FBI's possession, included certain statements 
made by George Papadopoulos to FBI confidential human sources (CHSs), 
information provided to the FBI by Department attorney Bruce Ohr as a result of 
Ohr's conversations with Christopher Steele, and admissions Steele made in court 
filings in foreign litigation regarding his interactions with the media. We found no 
evidence that officials in NSD had been told of this information or were aware of 
these omissions at the time the four FISA applications were filed with the court. 
Further, we found no evidence suggesting that the senior Department officials who 
approved the various FISA applications-Deputy Attorney General (DAG} Sally 
Yates (the first application and first renewal), Acting Attorney General Dana Boente 
(the second renewal), or DAG Rod Rosenstein {the third renewal)-were aware of 
these issues at the time they signed the FISA applications. 

We also detail instances not described in the July 2018 letter to the FISC, but 
identified by the OIG during the course of this review, in which factual assertions 
made in the three renewal applications were inaccurate, incomplete, or 
unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon information in the FBI's 
possession at the time the applications were filed. These included inconsistencies 
between Steele's reporting and information provided by his Primary Sub-source to 
the FBI; information provided to the FBI by another U.S. government agency about 
Page's prior relationship with that agency; information concerning Steele's past 
work-related performance; information regarding the connection between Steele's 
reporting and the Democratic Party, the Democratic National Committee (DNC), 
and the Hillary Clinton campaign; information from the FBI's human source 
validation report concerning Steele; denials by Joseph Mifsud to the FBI; and 
information about Carter Page's lack of involvement in the change in the Republican 
Party platform concerning Russia and Ukraine. We found no evidence that Yates 
was aware of these issues at the time she approved the first FISA renewal 
application. We found that Boente was also unaware of these issues when he 
approved the second renewal application, with one exception concerning 
information regarding the ties between Steele's reporting and the Democratic Party. 
Boente recalled knowing the information at the time he approved the second 
renewal. We found that Rosenstein was unaware of the issues we identified at the 
time he approved the third renewal application. With respect to the ties between 
Steele's reporting and the Democratic Party, Rosenstein told us he believes he 
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learned that information from news media accounts, but did not recall whether he 
knew it at the time he approved the third renewal. 

I. Omissions in the FISA Applications, as NSD Reported to the FISC in 
July 2018 

Under Rule 13(a) of the FISC Rules of Procedure, the government has an 
obligation to correct any and all misstatements or omissions of material fact in its 
submissions to the court. Although the Rules do not define or otherwise explain 
what constitutes "material" facts or omissions, the FBI's Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act and Standard Minimization Procedures Policy Guide (FISA SMP PG} 
states that a fact or omission is "material" if it is relevant to the court's probable 
cause determination. According to NSD supervisors, NSD will consider a fact or 
omission material if the information is capable of influencing the court's probable 
cause determination, but NSD will err on the side of disclosure and advise the court 
of information that NSD believes the court would want to know. 

On July 12, 2018, about1 year after the last Carter Page FISA application was 
filed with the FISC, the NSD Assistant Attorney General submitted a letter to FISC 
Presiding Judge Rosemary Collyer under Rule 13{a), advising the court of certain 
factual omissions in the Carter Page FISA applications. These omissions included: 

l. Statements made by George Papadopoulos to FBI CHSs in September 
and October 2016 denying that anyone involved in the Donald J. 
Trump for President Campaign was coordinating with Russia in the 
DNC hack or release of emails; 

2. Information Department attorney Bruce Ohr provided to the FBI in 
November and December 2016 relevant to Steele's motivations and 
reliability; and 

3. Admissions Steele made ln April and May 2017 regarding his 
interactions with the news media in the summer and fall of 2016. 

According to NSD supervisors, the Rule 13 Letter was initially prompted by 
NSD's receipt and review of the Ohr information in late January 2018. At about the 
same time, the FBI advised NSD and the Office of the Deputy Attorney General 
(ODAG) of admissions Steele made in court filings in foreign litigation in April and 
May 2017 concerning his media contacts. Later, in May 2018, while a draft of the 
letter was under review, NSD learned of Papadopoulos's September 2016 denial 
from ODAG, which ODAG had recently identified during a review of FBI documents. 
Then, in June 2018, NSD learned of Papadopoulos's October 2016 denial from the 
FBI, after asking the FBI to recheck its files for any other information that should be 
disclosed to the court. 

In the Rule 13 Letter, NSD stated that, after the filing of the Carter Page 
FISA applications, NSD became aware of additional information relevant to the 
applications, and that some of this information was subject to Rule 13(a). The 
letter did not specify which information the government believed was material and 
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therefore subject to Rule 13(a), and which information it believed was not. 
However, the letter stated that some of the additional information had been 
discussed publicly and that the government was providing all of the information 
"out of an abundance of caution" to ensure that the court had a complete 
understanding of the additional information. 378 The letter concluded by asserting 
that "even considering the additional information regarding Papadopoulos'[s] 
conversations with [an FBI CHS] and others, and regarding [Steele], the 
applications contained sufficient predication for the Court to have found probable 
cause that Page was acting as an agent of the Government of Russia." 

According to NSD supervisors, as of October 2019, NSD had not received a 
formal response from the FISC to the Rule 13 Letter.379 According to then Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General Stuart Evans, in his experience, although not in every 
case, there have been occasions in which the FISC has responded to Rule 13 
letters, either by issuing a supplemental order, asking the government for more 
information, or holding a hearing. On January 31, 2019, Evans told the OIG that 
NSD had advised FISC Presiding Judge Rosemary Collyer that, through participation 
in OIG Interviews, NSD Office of Intelligence (Ol) officials learned of additional 
information that was possibly material to the Carter Page FISA applications, and 
that NSD planned to wait until after the OIG completed its review and provided its 
findings to the Department before determining whether to submit another Rule 13 
letter to the court. 380 NSD supervisors told us that they believe the court may be 
waiting for the completion of the OIG's review, and the submission of any potential 
supplemental filings by NSD, before taking responsive steps, if any. 

378 Regarding the public discussion referenced in the letter, NSD cited to the memoranda from 
the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence (HPSCI) majority and HPSCI minority 
regarding the Carter Page FISA applications, and a memorandum from Senators Charles Grassley and 
Lindsey Graham to DAG Rosenstein and FBI Director Christopher Wray concerning Steele and his 
reporting, which were all publicly released in February 2018. 

379 On May 10, 2019, NSD sent a second letter to the FISC concerning the Carter Page FISA 
applications, advising the court of two incidents in which the FBI failed to comply with the Standard 
Minimization Procedures (SMPs) applicable iiiiiiiiiiiiliiliiiiliiiiiiliil pursuant to the final FISA 
orders issued by the court on June 29 2017. Accordin to the letter the FBI took and retained on an 
FBI-issued cell hone 

a 
to an electronic folder on the FBI's 

dassified secret network, which NSD assessed also did not comport with the SMPs. According to NSD, 
court staff contacted an NSD official in response to this letter and asked when the information at issue 
would be removed from non-compliant FBI systems, and asked about other cases that might be 
impacted by the same problem. On October 9, 2019, NSD sent another letter to the ASC advising the 
court that the FBI completed the remedial process for the information associated with the Page FISA 
applications and information from other cases impacted by the same problem. 

380 Later in the chapter, we discuss other instances, not described in the July 2018 Rule 13 
Letter, in which the three Carter Page renewal applications were inaccurate, incomplete, or 
unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon information in the FBI's possession at the 
time the applications were filed. 
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A. Papadopoulos's Denials to FBI Confidential Human Sources 

In Chapter Five, we described how the first Carter Page FISA application did 
not include statements Papadopoulos made to an FBI CHS in September 2016 that 
were in tension with other information included in the application. 381 Specifically, in 
September 2016, Papadopoulos told the CHS that, to his knowledge, no one 
associated with the Trump campaign was collaborating with Russia or with outside 
groups like WiklLeaks in the release of emails. We were advised by NSD that it did 
not know about this denial by Papadopoulos until May 2018, after ODAG found the 
information while reviewing documents in response to Congressional information 
requests. Upon learning the information, NSD incorporated Papadopoulos's denial 
into the Rule 13 Letter. 382 

As described in Chapter Five, Case Agent 1 told us that he did not recall 
whether he advised the 01 Attorney about Papadopoulos's denial in September 
2016 but that, if he did not, it may have been an oversight. He also told us that 
the Crossfire Hurricane team's assessment was that Papadopoulos's denial to the 
CHS was a rehearsed response, and Case Agent 1 did not view the information as 
particularly germane to the investigation of Carter Page. 383 However, Evans told us 
that because Papadopoulos's denial was inconsistent with the theory that 
Papadopoulos had received ( or was aware of) an offer from the Russians involving 
the release of emails, there was no question in Evans's mind that the information 
was material and would have been disclosed to the court had NSD known about it 
at the time of the FISA applications. 

After NSD incorporated Papadopoulos's statements into the Rule 13 Letter, 
and before the final letter was submitted to the court, the FBI advised NSD of 
similar, previously undisclosed statements made by Papadopoulos to a CHS after 
the first Carter Page FISA application was filed but before the renewal 
applications.384 Specifically, in October 2016, when asked if the Trump campaign 
was involved in the DNC email hack, Papadopoulos told the CHS that the campaign 
was not involved and that it would have been illegal to have done so. 
Papadopoulos also said that he did not think Russia was "playing" with the election 

381 We summarize the information this CHS obtained from Papadopoulos in Chapter Ten. 

382 In a footnote, NSD advised the court that Papadopoulos made similar statements directly 
to the FBI in a January 2017 interview. The renewal applications did not advise the court of these 
January 2017 statements, but did advise the court that Papadopoulos had been interviewed by the FBI 
and dented that he discussed anything related to the Russian government with FFG officials. As 
discussed in Chapter Seven, the renewal applications did not include that Papadopoulos made other 
statements during his interviews with the FBI, including statements that minimized Carter Page's role 
in the Trump campaign and statements that Person 1 (whom the FBI assessed was the likely source 
for some of the Steele reporting relied upon in the applications, including the allegations against Page) 
told Papadopoulos that he/she (Person 1) had no knowledge of the information reported in nthe recent 
Trump Dossier." 

3'33 As noted previously, after reviewing a draft of this report, Case Agent 1 told us that he 
and the team discounted Papadopoulos's denials for several reasons, but that, in hindsight, he now 
realizes that the denials, and the team's assessment of those denials, should have been shared with 
OI. 

384 We summarize the information the CHS obtained from Papadopoulos in Chapter Ten. 
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or had any interest in it. Case Agent 1 received a document with these 
Papadopoulos statements included in it a few days after the October 2016 meeting 
(well before Renewal Application No. 1 was filed). Case Agent 1 told us that he was 
familiar with this CHS meeting at the time and probably reviewed the summary of 
the interview containing these statements, but Case Agent 1 said he did not recall 
why the statements were not shared with OI or included in the subsequent renewal 
applications. He said that the information would not have been purposely withheld 
from or, but it may have been accidentally omitted from the information provided 
to OI for the renewal application. 

In the Rule 13 Letter, NSD advised the court of these statements and added 
that Pa ado oulos told the CHS in October 2016 that 

The letter further stated that by March 2017, Papadopoulos had denied any 
campaign involvement in the release of DNC emalls on WikiLeaks during interviews 
conducted by the FBI and that those denials were included in Renewal Application 
Nos. 2 and 3. 

The Rule 13 Letter stated that NSD would have included Papadopoulos' 
denials to the FBI CHSs in the Carter Page FISA applications had NSD known about 
them at the time. The letter further stated that, even if the information had been 
included in the FISA applications, it was the government's position that the "totality 
of information submitted in these applications concerning Page's activities was 
sufficient to support the Court's finding of probable cause that Page was acting as 
an agent of a foreign power." The letter included a footnote advising the court that 
Papadopoulos had been charged and pied guilty to making false statements and 
omissions that impeded the FBI's investigation. Evans told the OIG that the 
government's position was based in part on the fact that the FFG information 
concerning Papadopoulos was only one of many different pieces of information that 
supported the court's probable cause determination as to Carter Page. Further, 
according to Evans, this new information concerning Papadopoulos's denials was 
"cumulative" in that Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 had already advised the 
court that Papadopoulos had denied informing the FFG of any campaign 
involvement in the release of DNC emails on WikiLeaks during interviews with the 
FBI. 

B. Information the FBI Received From Bruce Ohr Concerning 
Steele and His Reporting 

In Chapter Nine, we describe the relationships and communications Ohr had 
with Steele and Glenn Simpson whose company, Fusion GPS, hired Steele to 
conduct the research on Trump's ties to Russia. We also describe the information 
Ohr passed to then Deputy Director Andrew McCabe ln mid-October 2016 about 
Steele and his reporting, as well as the information Ohr passed to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigative team beginning in November 2016 and continuing until the 
Special Counsel's appointment in mid-May 2017. At the time of these 
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communications, Ohr was an Associate Deputy Attorney General (ADAG) and 
Director of the Organized Crime and Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) within 
ODAG. However, as we describe in the next chapter, Ohr's interactions with Steele 
and Simpson were outside Oh r's areas of responsibility, and he did not advise 
anyone in ODAG that he was meeting with Steele, Simpson, or the FBI about 
Steele's election reporting. 

As described in Chapter Nine, the FBI interviewed Ohr on multiple occasions 
in 2016 and 2017 and those interviews were memorialized in FD-302s. Of 
particular relevance to the Carter Page FISA renewal applications, during the first 
interview of Ohr on November 21, 2016, which was attended by FBI officials 
overseeing the Crossfire Hurricane investigation-including Deputy Assistant 
Director (DAD) Peter Strzok, the Chief of the Counterintelligence Division's (CD) 
Analysis Section 1 (Intel Section Chief), and SSA 1-and by the FBI's Office of the 
General Counsel {OGC) Unit Chief, Ohr advised the FBI of the foHowing: 385 

• Ohr met with Steele in July and September 2016 during which Steele 
advised Ohr of Steele's election reporting and who had hired him; 

• Simpson, who hired Steele, was himself hired by a lawyer "who does 
opposition research," and Steele's reporting was going to Hillary 
Clinton's presidential campaign, an identified State Department official, 
and the FBI; 

• Simpson was passing Steele's reporting to "many individuals or 
entities," and at times Steele would attend meetings with Simpson; 

• Steele was "desperate that Donald Trump not get elected and was 
passionate about him not being the U.S. President;" 

• Steele and Simpson could have met with Yahoo News or the author of 
the September 23 news article jointly, but Ohr did not know if they 
met jointly; and 

• Ohr never believed Steele was "making up information or shading it." 

Further, during subsequent interviews on December 5 and 12, 2016, Ohr 
advised members of the Crossfire Hurricane team that: 

• Simpson directed Steele to speak to the press, which was part of what 
Simpson was paying Steele to do. Ohr did not know whether speaking 
with Mother Jones was Simpson's idea or not; and 

• Simpson asked Steele to speak to Mother Jones as it was Simpson's 
"Hail Mary attempt. 11 

385 The FD-302 documenting this November 2016 interview stated that the interview took 
place on November 22, 2016, which SSA 1 told us was incorrect. Because the date noted on the FD-
302 incorrectly stated that the interview took place on November 22, the Rule 13 letter also 
incorrectly stated that the interview took place on November 22. 
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None of the Carter Page FISA renewal applications included any information 
obtained from Ohr during the course of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, even 
though the interviews described above took place before Renewal Application No. 1 
was filed in January 2017. In the Rule 13 Letter, NSD advised the court that NSD 
officials were not aware of the FBI's interviews of Ohr at the time of the renewal 
applications, and we found no documentation indicating otherwise. Further, Evans, 
the OI supervisors, and the QI Attorney who drafted the applications told us that 
they were not aware at the time of the renewal applications that Ohr had provided 
information to the FBI related to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Similarly, 
Yates, Boente, Rosenstein, and the ODAG officials who reviewed the renewal 
applications told us that they were also not aware that Ohr had provided the FBI 
with information related to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

As described in Chapter Nine, handwritten notes of an FBI briefing Boente 
received in February 2017 indicate that the FBI advised Boente and others at that 
time-including Evans, then Acting Assistant Attorney General Mary McCord, then 
Deputy Assistant Attorney Genera! George Toscas from NSD, ADAG Tashina 
Gauhar, ADAG Scott Schools, and Principal ADAG James Crowell-that Ohr knew 
Steele for several years and remained in contact with him, and that Ohr's wife 
worked for Simpson as a Russian linguist. However, none of these handwritten 
notes-which include separate notes taken by Boente, Schools, and Gauhar-stated 
that the FBI had interviewed Ohr or that Ohr had provided the FBI with information 
regarding Steele's election reporting or Steele's feelings toward candidate Trump. 
Schools told us that he recalled a meeting in which the OGC Unit Chief referenced 
Ohr having contact with Simpson, but Schools was not sure if it was during this 
February 2017 briefing or another briefing. Further, he said that it was a "passing 
reference," and he never would have imagined that Ohr was having regular contact 
with the Crossfire Hurricane team and providing the information that appeared in 
the FD-302s. Boente and the other attendees of the February 2017 briefing told 
the OIG that they did not recall the FBI mentioning Ohr at any time during the 
investigation, and that they did not know about the FBI's interviews with Ohr at the 
time of the FISA applications. According to Gauhar, she was surprised to find a 
reference to Ohr in her notes, and, regardless, she "would never have dreamt" back 
then what she knows now concerning the extent of Ohr's interactions with Steele, 
Simpson, and the FBI on Steele's election reporting. 

According to Gauhar, she first learned of Ohr's connections to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation from media reports in early January 2018. She said that 
around this same time, Schools gave her a copy of a January 4, 2018 letter from 
Senators Grassley and Graham to the Department, which referenced the FBI's 
Interviews of Ohr. Emails reflect that on January 8, Gauhar forwarded this letter to 
Evans, and 2 days later Evans forwarded the letter to 01. According to Evans, this 
was the first time he learned about Ohr's interactions with the FBI on the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation. Evans also said that when he consulted with the OI 
supervisors and QI Attorney who had worked on the Carter Page FISA applications, 
he learned that Ohr's involvement was "a surprise to all of us." Shortly thereafter, 
Evans requested and obtained the FD-302s documenting the Ohr interviews, and 
days later OI completed a first draft of the Rule 13 Letter. 
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Handwritten notes taken during a meeting in late January 2018 indicate that 
OGC's Deputy General Counsel Trisha Anderson told Gauhar, Evans, and 01 
supervisors that it had been reported to her that the FBI's New York Field Office 
(NYFO), which at the time had responsibility for the Carter Page investigation, had 
reviewed the FD-302s contemporaneously with Renewal Application No. 1 and 
decided that the information from Ohr was not relevant to the Carter Page FISA 
request. The notes further stated that the case agent handling the FISA request 
had been focused at that time on information relating to Carter Page's own 
activities and the FBI's termination of its source relationship with Steele. 

Case Agent 1, who, as described previously in Chapter Seven, worked with 
OI in preparing Renewal Application No. 1 and later assisted Case Agent 6 with 
Renewal Application No. 2, told the OIG that he did not attend any of the interviews 
with Ohr. He also said that the information coming from Ohr was not a main focus 
for him personally. He told us, and documents reflect, that he received information 
about the Ohr interviews during at least one team meeting in December 2016 and 
through instant messages with SSA 1 that same month. Case Agent 1 told us that 
he recalled hearing about Steele being "desperate" about Trump, possibly during 
the team meeting in December 2016, but Case Agent 1 said he was unable to 
explain why that information was not included in the renewal applications. He said 
that he could not recall why he did not share the FD-302s of the Ohr interviews 
with OI. He said that he did not recall the details very well about the "desperate" 
comment or the discussions the team had about it, but he remembered thinking 
that the comment reflected the same potential bias as political opposition research, 
which was already articulated to the court. He further stated that, with respect to 
Ohr, he was primarily concerned with whether Ohr had any additional reports from 
Steele that the FBI did not possess. Because Case Agent 1 understood that there 
were no differences in the reporting Ohr and the FBI possessed, he said his thought 
was "unless [Ohr] gets more information that's germane to the Investigation," he 
was going to keep his attention focused on other aspects of the investigation. 

Other FBI officials responsible for helping OI draft the renewal applications or 
performing the Woods Procedures were also unable to explain why the FBI did not 
include any information from Ohr about Steele. SSA 3, who, as described 
previously, performed the supervisory factual accuracy review for Renewal 
Application No. 1 after Case Agent 1 completed the initial review, told us that he 
had just joined the case at the time he performed the Woods Procedures. SSA 3 
said he had not been part of any discussions about what information to include or 
not to include in the renewal application and did not know why information from the 
Ohr interviews was not included. Case Agent 6, who helped OI draft the final two 
renewal applications, told us that he could not explain why information from Ohr 
was not included in the applications. Case Agent 6 said that no one told him about 
the Ohr interviews when he joined the case after Renewal Application No. 1 was 
filed. He said that he saw the FD-302s in the case file and glanced at them, but he 
did not think he knew at the time about the "desperate" comment or the 
information from Ohr about Steele's media contacts. His supervisor, SSA 5, who 
also joined the case after Renewal Application No. 1, said that he did not recall 
being aware at the time he performed the supervisory factual accuracy review on 
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Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 that Ohr had been interviewed by the FBI and 
had provided information about Steele. 

The OGC Attorney did not attend the Ohr interviews or read the FD-302s, but 
he told us, and documentation reflects, that he attended the team meeting in 
December 2016 during which the first two Ohr interviews were discussed. He told 
us that although he recalled !earning about the "desperate" comment, he did not 
believe at the time that it needed to be included in the renewal applications 
because the comment was only Ohr's opinion of Steele's feelings toward Trump. In 
addition, he said he believed that the renewal applications already addressed 
Steele's personal motivations through the new footnote advising the court of the 
circumstances that led to Steele's disclosures to Mother Jones and his closure as a 
CHS. 

The OGC Unit Chief attended the first interview of Ohr in November 2016 and 
heard the information Ohr provided first hand. She said that the information did 
not change her perspective on Steele or cause her to believe the renewal 
applications needed to be updated. In particular, she explained that she was given 
the impression during Ohr's interview that Steele's research led to his views about 
Trump being elected president, rather than the other way around. She said she 
was reassured by Ohr's statements about Steele's truthfulness. She told the OIG 
that she believed at the time that the FBI had provided the FISC with al! necessary 
information concerning Steele's potential bias and motivations through the 
footnotes describing the genesis of his research and the reasons the FBI eventually 
closed him as a CHS. For these reasons, she said it did not occur to her at the time 
to advise OI of the information Ohr provided, and that in any event, she would have 
deferred to the agents on the investigative team who were responsible for assisting 
OI with the application to advise OI. However, she said that given the "second­
guessing" that occurred on that point after the Ohr interviews became more broadly 
known, she now believes that the investigative team should have provided the 
information to OI at the time of the renewal applications. 

In the Rule 13 letter, NSD advised the court that some of the information 
Ohr provided to the FBI during his November and December 2016 interviews 

goes beyond what was included in the applications. In particular, the 
Ohr information states specifically that the source's work was "going 
to" Candidate #2's [Hillary Clinton's] campaign. This information is 
consistent with, although goes somewhat further than the applications, 
which informed the Court, that "the FBI speculates that the identified 
U.S. person [who hired Source #1] was likely looking for information 
that could be used to discredit Candidate #l's [Donald Trump'sJ 
campaign." With respect to Ohr's statements concerning the strength 
of the Source's desire to see Candidate #1 lose and the Source's 
October 2016 media engagement, this information is additional to but 
consistent with the applications, already informing the Court that 
Source #1 spoke with the press in October 2016, in violation of the 
FBI's admonishment, and was motivated to do so because he was 
"frustrated" that the FBI Director's actions "would likely influence the 
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2016 U.S. Presidential election." The applications further stated that 
the FBI had suspended, and then closed its relationship with Source 
#1, and then closed him as a source, due to these actions. Moreover, 
during the November 22nd interview Ohr also stated that in his 
dealings with Source #1 he "never believed [Source #1] was making 
up information or shading it." Ultimately, none of the additional 
information altered the FBI's assessment of Source #l's reliability. 

According to Evans, there was no question that OI would have included the 
Ohr information In the renewal applications had OI been made aware of it, because 
of its practice of erring on the side of disclosing information to the FISC. However, 
Evans told us that NSD ultimately did not believe that any of the information was 
material to the court's probable cause determination because the information was 
"largely cumulative" of other information ln the applications concerning Steele's 
potential bias. He agreed, however, that the "desperate" comment provided 
"another strain of potential bias" because the "desperate" comment pertained 
specifically to Steele's own potential bias and motivations, whereas the disclosures 
in the FISA applications concerning the origins of Steele's research focused on the 
motivation of Simpson, who hired Steele, not Steele specifically. 

C. Inaccuracies Regarding Steele's Disclosures to Third Parties 
and Admissions Concerning Steele's Yahoo News Contact 

In Chapter Five, we described the footnote in the first Carter Page FISA 
application providing the FBI's assessment that Steele was not the direct source of 
the disclosure to Yahoo News in September 2016 about the FBI's investigation of 
Carter Page and Page's alleged meetings with Igor Sechin and Igor Divyekin. The 
basis for this assessment-that Steele told the FBI that he "only provided his 
information to [Simpson] and the FBI"-was neither accurate at the time nor 
supported by appropriate documentation. Nevertheless, the FBI repeated this error 
in all three renewal applications. In the Rule 13 Letter, NSD advised the FISC of 
this error, noting that the FBI knew before the first application that Steele also 
provided his information to a State Department official and knew before the first 
renewal that Steele provided his information to Ohr and Senator John McCain's 
office. 

The Rule 13 Letter also advised the court of additional information the FBI 
obtained after the first FISA application-but that was not included in any of the 
renewal applications-that further undermined the FBI's assessment that Steele 
was not a direct source of the Yahoo News disclosure. Specifically, the Rule 13 
Letter advised the court that in November 2016, Ohr told the FBI that it was 
possible that Steele and Simpson, who hired Steele, met jointly with Yahoo News, 
based on information Ohr learned from Steele in late September 2016. In addition, 
the letter advised that in December 2016, Ohr told the FBI that part of the work 
Simpson was paying Steele to do included speaking with the media. We found no 
evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team, or any FBI officials overseeing the 
investigation, considered advising the court or OI of this information at the time of 
the renewal applications. As referenced above, FBI personnel involved in the FISA 
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applications said they did not believe at the time that information from Ohr 
warranted any changes to the application. 

However, by the time of Renewal Application No. 3, the FBI had learned 
information that more strongly indicated that Steele had directly provided 
information to Yahoo News around the time of the September 23 article. Yet, no 
revisions were made to the FBI's assessment, contained in Renewal Application No. 
3, that Steele had not directly provided the information to the press. Media 
reporting in late April 2017 described statements Steele made in a court filing 
(pertinent to a lawsuit filed against him and others in a foreign court) concerning 
his interactions with the media. Specifically, one article excerpted a sworn 
statement dated April 3, 2017, in which Steele admitted that he gave "off-the­
record briefings to a small number of journalists about the pre-election memoranda 
in late summer/autumn 2016." Emails reflect that on April 26, 2017, Strzok 
circulated this article to the Intel Section Chief and the Unit Chief assigned to take 
over the Crossfire Hurricane investigation in April 2017 (Unit Chief 1). 

Other documentation indicates that the foreign lawsuit against Steele was 
discussed during a meeting with then Director James Corney on May 1, 2017.386 The 
OGC Unit Chief took handwritten notes during the meeting, which stated "did not 
change our assessment, no need to update FISA" below references to the lawsuit. 
The OGC Unit Chief told us that she did not recall this discussion or who concluded 
that the FISC did not need to be updated with information from the foreign 
litigation. She also said that she did not recall specifically discussing or knowing 
prior to January 2018 that Steele admitted to talking to the media in these court 
filings and therefore she did not believe that the FBI advised 01 of this information 
at the time of the Carter Page FISA applications. Corney told the OIG that he did 
not recall being advised of the court filings. 

Approximately two weeks after the May 1, 2017 meeting, in a separate court 
filing submitted on his behalf, Steele admitted that he and Fusion GPS briefed 
journalists from five media outlets, including Yahoo News, at the end of September 
2016, and also admitted the briefings involved "the disclosure of limited intelligence 
regarding indications of Russian interference in the U.S. election process and the 
possible co-ordination of members of Trump's campaign team and Russian 
government officials." 

According to the Rule 13 Letter and FBI officials, although there had been 
open source reporting in May 2017 about Steele's statements in the foreign 
litigation, the FBI did not obtain Steele's court filings until the receipt of Senators 
Grassley and Graham's January 2018 letter to DAG Rosenstein and FBI Director 
Christopher Wray with the filings enclosed. We found no evidence that the FBI 
made any attempts in May or June 2017 to obtain the filings to assist a 
determination of whether to change the FBI's assessment concerning the 

386 The OGC Unit Chiefs notes of the meeting do not reflect who else attended the meeting, 
but she told us that this meeting with the Director would have included a large group of FBI officials. 
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September 23 news article in the final renewal application.387 However, the OGC 
Unit Chief's notes suggest that on May 1, without consulting 01, and relying only 
upon open source reporting concerning the filings, the FBI decided that Steele's 
April 3, 2017 sworn statement in the foreign litigation did not warrant any changes 
to Renewal Application No. 3. 

We were unable to determine whether FBI personnel responsible for assisting 
OI on Renewal Application No. 3 were told about Steele's admissions in the foreign 
litigation regarding his media contacts. Case Agent 6 and the OGC Attorney told us 
that they did not recall whether they were aware of Steele's admissions in the 
foreign litigation before the final renewal application was filed. We are not aware of 
any other evidence on this point. The Supervisory Intelligence Analyst (Supervisory 
Intel Analyst) told us that although he was aware at the time, he did not recall 
making a connection between the open source reporting about Steele's court filings 
and the information in the FISA application concerning Steele's media contacts. He 
told us that if he had made such a connection, he would have made sure Case 
Agent 6 and the OGC Attorney were advised. 

According to Evans, the failure to include this information in the prior FISA 
renewals was not the most significant error identified in the Rule 13 Letter. Evans 
told us that he was not sure an updated assessment would have been particularly 
relevant to the court's probable cause determination because whether Steele or the 
people who hired him were the source of the disclosure, the applications made clear 
that Steele's research was relied upon in the article. In addition, Evans said that as 
a result of the disclosure in the renewal applications concerning the Mother Jones 
article in October 2016, the court was already on notice that Steele had talked to 
one media organization when it approved the renewal of FISA authority. 

In the Rule 13 Letter, NSD advised the court that the FBI should have 
updated its assessment in Renewal Application No. 3 about the source of the Yahoo 
News disclosure. The letter further stated that "irrespective of whether Source #1 
directly spoke with the press in connection with the September 23 News Article, or 
was forthright with the FBI regarding his contacts with the press in September 
2016," for the reasons described in the letter and in the FISA applications, "the FBI 
continued to assess that [Steele's] prior reporting was reliable." 

II. Other Inaccurate, Incomplete, or Undocumented Information in the 
Three FISA Renewal Applications 

In addition to the issues raised in the July 2018 Rule 13 Letter to the FISC, 
our review revealed other instances in which the three Carter Page renewal 
applications were inaccurate, incomplete, or unsupported by appropriate 
documentation, based upon information in the FBI's possession at the time the 

387 The OGC Attorney told us that a later (unsuccessful) attempt to obtain the court filings 
may have been made in the summer of 2017, probably in August, as part of a continuing effort to 
validate Steele's reporting. 
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applications were filed. We describe the more significant instances below and 
identify other instances in Appendix One. 

A. Inconsistencies between Steele's Reporting and Information 
His Primary Sub-source Provided to the FBI 

As described previously, all four Carter Page FISA applications relied upon 
the following aspects of Steele's reporting to support the government's position that 
there was probable cause to believe that Carter Page was an agent of a foreign 
power: 

• From Report 80: Derogatory information about Hillary Clinton had 
been compiled for many years, was controlled by the Kremlin, and the 
Kremlin had been feeding information to the Trump campaign for an 
extended period of time; 

• From Report 94: During his July 2016 trip to Moscow, Carter Page 
attended a secret meeting with Igor Sechin, Chairman of Rosneft and 
a close associate of Putin, and discussed future cooperation and the 
lifting of Ukraine-related sanctions against Russia; and a separate 
meeting Page attended with Igor Divyekin, a highly-placed Russian 
government official, and discussed sharing derogatory information 
about Clinton with the Trump campaign; 

• From Report 95: Carter Page was an intermediary between Russia 
and the Trump campaign in a "well-developed conspiracy of co­
operation," managed by Trump's then campaign manager, Paul 
Manafort, using Page as an intermediary, which led to Russia's 
disclosure of hacked DNC emails to Wikileaks in exchange for the 
Trump team's agreement, to include at least Page, to sideline Russian 
intervention in Ukraine as a campaign issue; and 

• From Report 102: Russia released the DNC emails to Wikileaks in an 
attempt to swing voters to Trump, an objective conceived of and 
promoted by Page and others. 

All four FISA applications clearly stated that Steele did not obtain the 
information described above directly from his source network. Instead, as 
described in the FISA applications, Steele received the information from a Primary 
Sub-source who obtained the information from his/her own source network. 

In Chapter Six, we described the FBI's interview of the Primary Sub-source in 
January 2017, after FISA Renewal Application No. 1 was filed but before the last 
two renewal applications were filed. After the interview, the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst and Case Agent 1 memorialized the information in a lengthy written 
summary. As described in Chapter Six, the Primary Sub-source confirmed for the 
FBI that he/she provided Steele with some of the information in Steele's reports. 
However, in some instances, the information the Primary Sub-source told the FBI 
about what his/her sources told him/her-and what he/she then provided to 
Steele-was Inconsistent with information attributed to his/her sources in Steele's 
reporting. Of particular relevance to the FISA applications, we found that the 
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Primary Sub-source's account to the FBI (based on the written interview summary) 
differed from Steele's reporting on the following points: 

• With respect to the information from Reports 95 and 102 that the FBI 
assessed had come from Person 1 (described in prior chapters) 
concerning the alleged "conspiracy" between Russia and individuals 
associated with the Trump campaign, and Russia's release of DNC 
emails to WikiLeaks in an attempt to swing voters to Trump: the 
Primary Sub-source said, among other things, that he/she did not 
recall any discussion with Person l concerning WikiLeaks and that 
there was "nothing bad" about the communications between the 
Kremlin and the Trump team; 

• With respect to the alleged secret meeting between Carter Page and 
Sechin in July 2016: the Primary Sub-source said he/she was not told 
by his/her sub-source that this meeting had taken place until October 
2016, well after Steele prepared and circulated Report 94, and that 
he/she only told Steele in July 2016 that he/she had heard that the 
meeting would be taking place; and 

• With respect to the positions and access of the sub-sources: the 
Primary Sub-source's description of each of his/her sources indicated 
that their position and access to the information they were reporting 
was more attenuated than re resented b Steele and described in the 
FISA a llcations. 

Regarding the information in the first bullet above, in early October 2016, the 
FBI learned the true name of Person 1 (described in Report 95 as "Source E"). As 
described in Chapter Six, the Primary Sub-source told the FBI that he/she had one 
10- to 15-minute telephone call with someone he/she believed to be Person 1, but 
who did not identify him/herself on the call. We found that, during his/her 
interview with the FBI, the Primary Sub-source did not describe a "conspiracy" 
between Russia and individuals associated with the Trump campaign or state that 
Carter Page served as an "intermediary" between Manafort and the Russian 
government. In addition, the FBI's summary of the Primary Sub-source's interview 
did not describe any discussions between the parties concerning the disclosure of 
DNC emails to WikiLeaks in exchange for a campaign platform change on the 
Ukrainian issue. To the contrary, according to the interview summary, the Primary 
Sub-source told the FBI that Person l told him/her that there was "nothing bad" 
about the communications between the Kremlin and Trump, and that he/she did 
not recall any mention of WikiLeaks. Further, although Steele informed the FBI that 
he had received all of the information in Report 95 from the Primary Sub-source, 
and Steele told the OIG the same thing when we interviewed him, the Primary Sub-
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source told the FBI that he/she did not know where some of the information 
attributed to Source E in Report 95 came from. 388 

Despite the inconsistencies between Steele's reporting and the information 
his Primary Sub-source provided to the FBI, the subsequent FISA renewal 
applications continued to rely on the Steele information, without any revisions or 
notice to the court that the Primary Sub-source had contradicted the Steele 
reporting on key issues described in the renewal applications. Instead, as 
described previously, FISA Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 advised the court: 

In an effort to further corroborate (Steele's] reporting, the FBI has 
met with [Steele's] ■■■■• sub-source [Primary Sub-source) 
described immediately above. During these interviews, the FBI found 
the sub-source to be truthful and coo erative. 

e FBI is undertaking 
additional investigative steps to further corroborate the information 
provide [sic] br [Steele] an 

NSD cited this language from the renewal applications in its July 2018 Rule 13 
Letter as an example of information "corroborating" Steele's reporting, noting that 
"the FBI met with [Steele's] [Primary} sub-source, whom the FBI found to be 
truthful and cooperative." Evans and the OI officials who participated in the 
preparation of the renewal applications and Rule 13 Letter told us that they were 
not advised of the inconsistences between Steele's reporting and the Primary Sub­
source's interview, and that they did not believe that the FBI provided them with 
the lengthy written summary of the interview. We did not find any evidence 
indicating otherwise. 

We found no evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team ever considered 
whether any of the inconsistencies warranted reconsideration of the FBI's previous 
assessment of the reliability of the Steele reports or notice to OI or the court in the 
subsequent renewal applications. As described below, team members told us that 
they either were not aware of the inconsistences or, if they were, did not make the 
connection that the inconsistencies affected aspects of the FISA applications. 

Case Agent 1, who led the January 2017 interview of the Primary Sub­
source, was closely familiar with the Carter Page FISA applications because, as 
described previously, he originally requested FISA authority targeting Carter Page 
and assisted OI with drafting the first two FISA applications. In addition, after the 
Carter Page investigation was reassigned to Case Agent 6 in early 2017, Case Agent 
1 assisted Case Agent 6 with the completion of the Woods Procedures for Renewal 

388 According to Steele and his reports, Report 80 (dated June 20, 2016), Report 95 (dated 
July 28, 2016), Report 97 (dated July 30, 2016), and Report 102 (dated August 10, 2016) all contain 
information from Person 1. If these reports were accurate regarding Person i's contributions to the 
reporting and the Primary Sub-source's estimate was accurate concerning his/her debrief of Person 1, 
then all of the infonnation attributed to Person 1 came from a single, 10-to-lS·minute telephone call 
between the Primary Sub-source and Person 1. 
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Application No. 2 by performing the factual accuracy review. The Woods File used 
during that review contained the interview summary of the Primary Sub-source. 
Case Agent 1 told us that he could not explain why changes had not been made to 
the renewal applications to account for the inconsistencies between the Primary 
Sub-source and Steele on facts asserted in the applications. Case Agent 1 said that 
although he thought the Primary Sub-source may have been minimizing the extent 
of his/her interactions with Person 1, it did not occur to Case Agent 1 at the time 
that the information from the Primary Sub-source contradicted information in the 
FISA applications. In particular, Case Agent 1 said that he did not know enough 
about some of the details concerning Person 1 to necessarily understand that the 
Primary Sub-source's account potentially conflicted with information in the FISA 
applications. For example, he said he did not know whether Steele had his own 
relationship with Person 1 such that Steele could have had another basis for 
attributing all the information in Report 95 to Person 1. Case Agent 1 added that 
he believed that someone else should have highlighted the issue for the agents 
working on the FISA application. 

Case Agent 6 told us that he read the written summary of the Primary Sub­
source's January 2017 interview before he assisted the OI Attorney with FISA 
Renewal Application No. 2, and Case Agent 6's written contributions to the draft 
application contain two references to information the FBI learned during the 
interview. However, Case Agent 6 did not identify for 01 inconsistences between 
the Primary Sub-source and Steele on the facts asserted in the FISA application. 
Case Agent 6 did not participate in the Primary Sub-source's interview, which took 
place before he took over the Carter Page case from Case Agent 1. Case Agent 6 
told us that he read the written summary of the interview after he took over and 
realized that he did not yet understand all the details of the case. He said that for 
this reason, he asked Case Agent 1 to assist him with the Woods Procedures for 
Renewal Application No. 2. Case Agent 6 told us that he did not recall Case Agent 1 
or Supervisory Intel Analyst advising him during the Woods process of the 
inconsistencies. 

Analytical documents prepared by, or with the assistance of, the Supervisory 
Intel Analyst after the Primary Sub-source interview identified inconsistences 
between Steele and the Primary Sub-source regarding some of the information 
contained in Reports 94 and 95. The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that, after 
the January 2017 interview, his impression was that the Primary Sub-source's 
account did not line up completely with Steele's reporting, but the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst said he did not have any "pains or heartburn" about the accuracy of the 
Steele reporting based on what the Primary Sub-source had said. The Supervisory 
Intel Analyst said that his thinking at the time was focused instead on using the 
additional information learned from the Primary Sub-source, particularly the 
identity of his/her sub-sources, to see what other investigative leads could be 
generated for the team. 

The Supervisory Intel Analyst told us that he played a supportive role for the 
agents preparing the FISA applications, including reading the probable cause 
section of the first application and providing the agents with some of the 
information on the identity of the sub-sources noted in the application. He said that 
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he had some interaction with the agents preparing the renewal applications, but he 
believed those interactions were less extensive than his involvement in the first 
application. The Supervisory Intel Analyst did not recall anyone asking him 
whether he thought the Primary Sub-source was "truthful and cooperative," as 
noted in the renewal applications. 389 He told us it was his impression that the 
Primary Sub-source may not have been "completely truthful" and may have been 
minimizing certain aspects of what he/she told Steele. However, the Supervisory 
Intel Analyst told the OIG that, on the whole, he did not see any reason to doubt 
the information the Primary Sub-source provided about who he/she received 
his/her information from, which was the Supervisory Intel Analyst's focus. 

SSA 5, who performed the supervisory factual accuracy review during the 
Woods Procedures for Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3, told us that he did not 
recall whether he was briefed on the Primary Sub-source's interview, and he did not 
appear during his OIG interview to know anything about the Primary Sub-source. 
Similarly, Case Agent 7, who performed the Woods Procedures for Renewal 
Application No. 3, told us that he did not know, or have the case knowledge 
necessary to determine, that the Primary Sub-source provided information 
inconsistent with facts asserted in the FISA application. 

Program managers supervising the investigation from FBI Headquarters­
SSA 2 and SSA 3-were aware of the Primary Sub-source's interview and had read 
the written summary of it. However, we found no evidence that either of them 
identified issues with or raised any questions about how the Primary Sub-source's 
interview may have impacted the information in the FISA applications. As 
described previously, SSA 3 did not play a direct role in Renewal Application No. 2, 
but he was familiar with the prior FISA applications, having performed the 
supervisory factual accuracy review during the Woods Procedures for Renewal 
Application No. 1. SSA 3 told us that he did not recall noticing any information 
from the Primary Sub-source's interview that was inconsistent with information in 
the FISA application. SSA 2 was the affiant who declared, based on the completion 
of the Woods Procedures, that the information in Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 
was true and correct. He told us that he did not recall any discussion about 
whether the Primary Sub-source's interview warranted revisions to the FISA 
applications, but said he had some recollection that the investigators believed at 
the time that the Primary Sub-source was holding something back about his/her 
interaction with Person 1. 

The OGC Unit Chief and the OGC Attorney told us that they did not review or 
receive the written summary of the Primary Sub-source's January 2017 interview at 

389 Email communications reflect that in March 2017-after the first FISA application and first 
renewal were filed and before the last two renewals-the Supervisory Intel Analyst reviewed the first 
FISA application and the first renewal at OGC's request to assist with potential redactions before the 
Department responded to Congressional information requests. The Supervisory Intel Analyst provided 
comments to the OGC Attorney, including advising him that the Primary Sub•source was not 
- as stated in the FISA applications, and asking whether a correction should be made. The 
Supervisory Intel Analyst did not provide any other comments relating to the Primary Sub-source, and 
he told us that he did not notice anything else potentially inaccurate or incomplete in the applications 
at that time. 

245 



10703

421 

any time before Renewal Application No. 2 was submitted to the court. However, 
they said that they knew the interview had taken place and had the general 
understanding from the team that the information provided to the FBI by the 
Primary Sub-source "essentially echoed," "was consistent with," or "corroborated" 
the information in Steele's reporting. The OGC Unit Chief said that her 
understanding was that the Primary Sub-source raised some questions about how 
Steele wrote his reports or the wording Steele used, and that the agents and 
analysts had looked into it but did not think the wording choices were substantively 
different. The OGC Attorney said that he had some vague recollection that the 
team thought Steele may have conflated some of his sourcing on WikiLeaks based 
on information provided by the Primary Sub-source. However, they both said that 
they did not recall the details of these discussions. 

Although documents provided to the OIG indicate that senior FBI officials 
were told about some aspects of the Primary Sub-source's interview, the 
documents do not reflect that senior FBI officials were advised of the 
inconslstences. For example, in late February 2017, the Supervisory Intel Analyst 
circulated a 2-page Intelligence Memorandum to CD Assistant Director E. w. "Bill" 
Priestap and other CD officials highlighting aspects of the Primary Sub-source's 
Interview. In March 2017, Priestap forwarded the memorandum to Corney's and 
McCabe's offices. The memorandum stated that the Primary Sub-source told the 
FBI that Steele's reporting contained "some of [his/her] reporting, what appear to 
be [his/her] analytical conclusions, and what [he/sheJ believes to be [Steele's] 
analytical judgments." The memorandum provided some details concerning what 
the Primary Sub-source said about his/her own sources, but the memorandum did 
not describe the inconsistencies we noted earlier. 390 

Senior CD officials overseeing the Crossfire Hurricane investigation-including 
Priestap, Strzok, the Intel Section Chief, and CD DAD Jennifer Boone-told us that 
they did not recall being advised that the information from the Primary Sub-source 
significantly differed from the information in Steele's reporting. Boone told us that 
she recalled being told after the Primary Sub-source's interview that the team 
assessed that Steele may have gotten some of his information from a source other 
than the Primary Sub-source. Boone said that she did not recall being advised that 
the interview created inconsistencies between Steele and his Primary Sub-source as 
to facts relied upon in the FISA applications. Boone further stated that she would 
have expected to have been told that information. Strzok told us that he did 
remember learning as a result of the Primary Sub-source interview that Steele did 
not receive his reporting directly from the sub-sources, but rather solely through 

390 For example, the memorandum stated that, according to the Primary Sub-source, a 
particular person told the Primary Sub-source that the secret meeting between Carter Page and 
Sechin had taken place. However, the memorandum failed to note that the Primary Sub-source told 
the FBI that he/she was not told until October 2016 that the meeting had occurred, which was well 
after Steele drafted Report 94 in July 2016 {Report 94 asserted that the meeting had taken place, that 
Page and Sechin discussed the lifting of sanctions, and that Page reacted positively but was 
noncommittal). As the Primary Sub-source described to the FBI, he/she had only told Steele in July 
that he/she was aware of a rumor that Page was going to be meeting with Sechin. As noted 
previously, Page denied to an FBI CHS that he had met with Sechin in July 2016, and the FBI was 
unable to determine whether a meeting between Sechin and Page took place. 
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the Primary Sub-source as the intermediary. Strzok said he recalled having a "little 
bit of concern" about that. He later wrote to Corney's Chief of Staff, Priestap, and 
others that "[r]ecent interviews and investigation, however, reveal Steele may not 
be in a position to judge the reliability of his sub-source network." 

Corney told us that he did not know whether the team interviewed any of 
Steele's sub-sources. Because Corney decided not to have his security clearance 
reinstated for his OIG interview, we were unable to question him further or refresh 
his recollection with relevant, classified documentation. 

The NSD's Counterintelligence and Export Control Section (CES) 
representatives who attended the Primary Sub-source's January 2017 interview­
Section Chief David Laufman and his Deputy Section Chief-told us that they did 
not recall discussing the interview with OI officials afterward. They told us that 
they did not have knowledge of the information in the Carter Page FISA applications 
at the time, and that they were not sufficiently familiar with the Steele reports to 
have understood that there were inconsistencies between the Primary Sub-source 
and Steele. We did not find any information to the contrary. They told us that they 
attended the interview because CES had helped negotiate the terms of the 
interview with the Primary Sub-source's attorney, and, as noted previously, their 
role during the interview was primarily to address any issues or concerns raised by 
the attorney during the interview. 

The OI Attorney told the OIG that if had he known about the inconsistencies 
between the Primary Sub-source and Steele on the facts asserted in the FISA 
applications, he would have wanted an opportunity to ask questions and gather 
more information. In particular, after we asked the OI Attorney to read the written 
summary of the Primary Sub-source's interview regarding the telephone call with 
Person 1, the OI Attorney was surprised, agreed it was not consistent with the 
information in the FISA applications concerning Report 95, and said "it doesn't 
seem like the same story." Evans told us that OI would have sought to determine 
how the new information impacted the FISA applications, including obtaining the 
FBI's own assessment of how to reconcile the apparent inconsistencies. Evans said 
that at a minimum, OI would have advised the court of the inconsistencies and the 
FBI's assessment of those inconsistences. He further stated that, depending on the 
information from the FBI, OI may have decided to delay or abandon the filing of the 
next renewal application altogether. 

B. Information about Page's Prior Relationship with Another U.S. 
Government Agency and Information Page Provided the Other 
Agency that Overlapped with Facts Asserted in the FISA 
Applications 

As noted in Chapter Five, on or about August 17, 2016, while early FISA 
discussions were ongoing, the Crossfire Hurricane team received a memorandum 
(August 17 Memorandum) from another U.S. government agency relating to Page's 
prior relationship with that agency, including that Page had been approved for 
operational contact from 2008 to 2013. The information also described Page's prior 
interactions with Russian intelligence officers about which the agency was aware, 
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including contacts Page had with a Russian intelligence officer (Intelligence Officer 
1), which were among the historical connections to Russian intelligence officers that 
the FBI later relied upon in the first FISA application (and subsequent renewal 
applications) to help support probable cause.391 We found that, although this 
information was highly relevant to the FISA application, the Crossfire Hurricane 
team did not engage with the other agency regarding this information. In addition, 
in response to a question from the OI Attorney in September 2016 as to whether 
Carter Page had a current or prior relationship with the other agency, Case Agent 1 
provided the OI Attorney with inaccurate information that failed to disclose the 
extent and nature of Page's relationship with that agency. As a result, the first 
FISA application, and FISA Renewal Application Nos. 1 and 2, contained no 
information regarding Page's relationship with the other U.S. government agency, 
and did not reveal that his relationship with the other agency overlapped in part 
with facts asserted in the application regarding Page's ties to particular Russian 
intelligence officers. 

Before Renewal Application No. 3 was submitted to the court, and following 
news reports about the Carter Page FISAs, Page conducted news interviews in April 
and May 2017 in which he publicly stated that he had assisted the USIC in the past. 
Thereafter, the FBI re-engaged with the other U.S. government agency about its 
prior relationship with Page. SSA 2, who had been the affiant for the first two 
renewals and would be the affiant for FISA Renewal Application No. 3, told the OIG 
that in June 2017 he wanted a definitive answer as to whether Page had a prior 
relationship with the USIC before SSA 2 signed the last renewal application. SSA 2 
also told us that he was concerned that Page could claim that he had been acting 
on behalf of the U.S. government in engaging with certain Russians. SSA 2 stated 
that he contacted the OGC Attorney assisting with the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation to help resolve this issue.392 According to the OGC Attorney and SSA 
2, the OGC Attorney was responsible for handling questions or concerns involving 
the other U.S. government agency for the Crossfire Hurricane team. 

The OGC Attorney told us he recalled that the Supervisory Intel Analyst on 
the Crossfire Hurricane team had raised a concern that Page may have had a prior 

391 As described in Chapter Five, according to the August 17 Memorandum provided to the FBI 
by the other U.S. government agency, Page told the other agency in October 2010 that he met with 
Intelligence Officer 1 four times (which the other agency assessed began in 2008), characterized 
Intelligence Officer 1 as a "compelling, nice guy," and described Intelligence Officer l's alleged interest 
in contacting an identified U.S. person. According to the August 17 Memorandum, the employee of 
the other U.S. government agency who met with Page assessed that Page "candidly described his 
contact with" Intelligence Officer 1. 

As further described in Chapter Five, the other agency's memorandum did not provide the FBI 
with information indicating it had knowledge of Page's reported contacts with another particular 
intelligence officer. The FBI also relied on Page's contacts with this intelligence officer in the FISA 
application. 

392 On May 17, 2017, the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was transferred from the FBI to 
the Office of Special Counsel upon the appointment of Special Counsel Robert S. Mueller III to 
investigate Russian interference with the 2016 presidential election and related matters. 
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relationship with the other U.S. government agency in the past. 393 The OGC 
Attorney said it was "a big, big concern from both OI and from the FBI that we had 
been targeting [an individual with a prior relationship with the other agency], 
because that should never happen without us knowing about it." The OGC Attorney 
characterized the Crossfire Hurricane team as "spun up" about this concern, and 
said he knew that if it were true, they would "need to provide that to the court" 
because such information would "drastically change[] the way that we would 
handle ... [the] FISA application." SSA 2 told the OIG that this issue was very 
important to resolve, because if Page 

was being tasked by another agency, especially if he was being tasked 
to engage Russians, then it would absolutely be relevant for the Court 
to know ... [and] could also seriously impact the predication of our entire 
investigation which focused on [Page's] close and continuous contact 
with Russian/Russia-linked individuals. 

In mid-June 2017, the OGC Attorney contacted the other U.S. government 
agency to seek additional information about Page's prior relationship with that other 
agency, and then communicated back to the OI Attorney and SSA 2. Because we 
determined that the OGC Attorney did not accurately convey, and in fact altered, 
the information he received from the other agency, we provide these 
communications in detail below. 

1. June 15, 2017-FBI OGC Attorney Requests Information 
about Page from Other U.S. Government Agency 

On June 15, 2017, the OGC Attorney emailed the liaison for the other U.S. 
government agency (Liaison) about Carter Page's past, stating: 

We need some clarification on Carter Page. There is an indication that 
he may be a "[digraph]" source.394 This is a fact we would need to 
disclose in our next FISA renewal (we would not name the [U.S. 
government agency] of course). 

To that end, can we get two items from you? 

1) Source Check/Is Page a source in any capacity? 

393 The Supervisory Intel Analyst said that he did not recall raising a concern about this issue, 
but that he did recall being aware that Page had been a ntype of source" with this other agency in the 
past. Although the Supervisory Intel Analyst did not recall discussions about including this information 
in the FISA application, he did recall general discussions about Page's relationship with the other U.S. 
government agency. 

394 The Liaison told the OIG that the other U.S. government agency uses a specific two-letter 
designation, or digraph, to describe a U.S. person who has been approved by the other agency for 
operational contact. 
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2) If he is, what is a "(digraph]" source (or whatever type of source he 
is)? 

If you would like to discuss more, please let me know, 395 

The Liaison responded that same day by providing the OGC Attorney with a 
list of documents previously provided by the other agency to the FBI mentioning 
Page's name, including the August 17 Memorandum. The Liaison also wrote that 
the U.S. government agency uses 

the [digraph] to show that the encrypted individual...is a [U.S. person). 
We encrypt the [U.S. persons] when they provide reporting to us. My 
recollection is that Page was or is ... [digraph] but the [documents] will 
explain the details. If you need a formal definition for the FISA, please 
let me know and we'll work up some language and get it cleared for 
use. 

The OGC Attorney responded, "Thanks so much for this information. We're 
digging into the [documents] now, but I think the definition of the [digraph] 
answers our questions." That same day, the OGC Attorney forwarded the Liaison's 
email response to Case Agent 6 and an FBI SSA assigned to the Special Counsel's 
Office, without adding any explanation or comment. The SSA responded by telling 
Case Agent 6 that she would "pull these [documents] for you tomorrow and get you 
what you need." The OGC Attorney also sent an instant message to his supervisor, 
the OGC Unit Chief, stating that Carter Page was a "U.S. subsource of a source" and 
that "[digraph]=encrypted USPER." 

We asked the OGC Attorney if he read the documents identified by the 
Liaison in her June 15, 2017 email. The OGC Attorney told the OIG that he "didn't 
know the details of ... the content of the [documents]" and did not think he was 
involved in reviewing them. He also said he "didn't have access to the (documents] 
in the OGC space," but that the investigative team was provided the list of 
documents and that they would have been reviewing them. The OGC Attorney said 
he understood the Liaison's response to mean that Page had not been a source­
which the OGC Attorney described as a "recruited asset"-but rather someone who 
had some interaction with a source for the other U.S. government agency, and not 
a direct relationship with the other agency. He stated his understanding was that 
the other U.S. government agency 

identified that [Page] was ["digraph"], and ["digraph"] refers to a U.S. 
person ... who's incidentally picked up ... [in] reporting out from a source 
of theirs. So their recruited asset is at a meeting, and [Page] 
happened to be there too. And then, in the reporting, the source 
mentions [Page] is there, so the agency protects [Page's] true name 
by using ... ["digraph" for Page]. 

395 In an email sent to Case Agent 6 on June 13, 2017, and in an instant message sent to 
Case Agent 6 on June 15, 2017, the OGC Attorney referred to this request as "that source check" and 
"that [digraph] check/ respectively. 
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The OGC Attorney told us that- his belief that Page had never been a source 
for the other U.S. government agency, but instead interacted with a source-was 
based on telephone conversations with the Liaison. He said he recalled the Liaison 
"saying that [Page] was not a source of theirs," but rather "incidentally reporting 
information via a source of theirs" and that they "ended up not actually opening 
him."396 

When we asked the Liaison about the OGC Attorney's Interpretation of the 
Liaison's email, the Liaison told us that her email stated just the opposite, namely 
that Page was a U.S. person who had provided direct reporting to the other U.S. 
government agency in the past. The Liaison also said that the reason she offered, 
in her email, to assist in providing language for the FISA application was because 
she was telling the OGC Attorney that, using the FBI's terminology, Page had been 
a source for the other agency. The Liaison also stated that she saw no basis for the 
OGC Attorney to have concluded, based on their communications and the August 
17 Memorandum, that Page never had a direct relationship with the other agency. 

The Liaison also said that she did not recall having any telephone discussions 
with the OGC Attorney on this issue. She added that, even if she had, she did not 
think the OGC Attorney would have been able to draw any conclusions from such a 
conversation. The Liaison explained that she would not have had the documents in 
front of her at the time of any such conversation, and therefore would not have 
given the OGC Attorney a definitive answer. She emphasized the need to read the 
documents in order to accurately understand the relationship between Page and the 
other U.S. government agency. 

2. June 16, 2017-FBI OGC Attorney Provides the Liaison's 
Response to the OI Attorney 

On the evening of June 15, 2017, the OGC Attorney contacted the OI 
Attorney to request a time to talk the next day. FBI telephone records confirm they 
spoke the next morning for approximately 28 minutes, until 11:46 a.m. Also at 
11:46 a.m. on June 16, the OGC Attorney forwarded to the OI Attorney the 
Liaison's June 15 email response. However, in forwarding the Liaison's response to 
the OI Attorney, the OGC Attorney did not include the initial email that he sent to 
the Liaison inquiring about Page's status as a "[digraph] source." The OGC 
Attorney told us that he could not recall why he did not include the initial email, in 
which he asked, "Is Page a source in any capacity?" 

The OI Attorney responded to the OGC Attorney's email, "thanks I think we 
are good and no need to carry it any further." The OGC Attorney replied, "Music to 
my ears." 

The OI Attorney told us that he did not recall this email exchange with the 
OGC Attorney or the telephone call on June 16 with the OGC Attorney indicated in 

396 When questioned further on this point, the OGC Attorney told us that he only recalled 
engaging with the Liaison on this Issue and not any other person from the other U.S. government 
agency. 
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FBI telephone records. When we asked the OI Attorney whether he reviewed the 
August 17 Memorandum, he said he did not recall if he had asked to see it, but also 
stated that he would have relied on the case agent's assessment of that document. 

The OGC Attorney initially told us that he recalled providing a detailed 
briefing to the OI Attorney about Page's status, and telling him that the OGC 
Attorney had conferred with the Liaison and that Page had not been a source for 
the other agency. However, in a subsequent OIG interview months later, the OGC 
Attorney said he did not recall a specific conversation with the OI Attorney on this 
subject matter, but thought he would have conveyed to the OI Attorney the details 
of what the Liaison had told him. 

3. June 19, 2017-FBI OGC Attorney Provides SSA 2 with 
Inaccurate Information 

a. June 19, 2017 Instant Message Exchange 

On June 19, 2017, the OGC Attorney and SSA 2 exchanged instant messages 
about Carter Page's past relationship with the other agency. 397 As described above, 
SSA 2 would be the affiant on Renewal Application No. 3 and was seeking a 
definitive answer as to whether Page had a prior relationship with the other agency. 
The relevant portions of the instant message exchange were as follows: 

15:26:35, SSA 2: "Do we have any update on the [agency] CHS 
request? Also, [Case Agent 6] said [OI Attorney] is not so optimistic." 

15:27:53, OGC Attorney: "[agency] CHS: You are referring to [Carter 
Page]?" 

15:28:01, SSA 2: "Yes." 

15:28:05, OGC Attorney: ''He is cleared." 

15:28:15, SSA 2: "Cleared to fly?" 

15:28:16, OGC Attorney: "[digraph]=Masked USPER." 

15:28:34, SSA 2: "So he was and the relationship officially ended?" 

15:28:37, OGC Attorney: "So, essentially, the real. .. source was using 
[Carter Page] as a [Steele]-like subsource." 

15:28:47, OGC Attorney: "[Carter Page] was never a source." 

15:28:59, SSA 2: "You mean the [agency] officer?" 

15:29:19, OGC Attorney: "Right. Whomever generated the reporting 
from the [documents]." 

397 These instant messages were exchanged on an internal FBINet application for FBI 
personnel. All instant messages produced to the OIG reflected Greenwich Mean Time. We have 
corrected the time stamps to reflect the time in the Eastern Time Zone. Some of the instant 
messages also contained emojis, which we omitted unless they affected the meaning of the message. 
We also do not include other intervening instant messages about unrelated topics unless they 
contributed to an understanding of the relevant messages. 
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15:29:45, OGC Attorney: "It was just liaison with [Carter Page] which 
resulted in reporting, eventually they closed it out as unhelpful." 

15:30:39, OGC Attorney: "So, in discussing with [OI Attorney], he 
agreed we do not need to address it in the FISA." 

15:31:16, OGC Attorney: "[OI Attorney] is always Eeyore in drafting 
these special FISA applications." 

15:31:27, SSA 2: "So [Carter Page) was a [digraph] or [Carter Page] 
was a subsource of the [digraph]." 

15:32:00, OGC Attorney: "It's [sic] sounds like a subsource of the 
[digraph]." 

15:32:31, OGC Attorney: "And yes, (the other agency] confirmed 
explicitly he was never a source." 

15:33:05, SSA 2: "Interesting." 

15:33:21, OGC Attorney: "But like, interesting good, right?" 

15:33:54, OGC Attorney: "I mean, at least we don't have to have a 
terrible footnote." 

15:33:57, SSA 2: "Sure. Just interesting they say not a source. We 
thought otherwise based on the writing .. .! will re-read." 

15:34:28, OGC Attorney: "At most, it's [the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst] being the CHS, and you talking to [the Supervisory Intel 
Analyst]." 

15:34:54, SSA 2: "Got it. Thank you. Do we have that in writing." 

15:35:19, OGC Attorney: "On TS. I'll forward/" 

We asked the OGC Attorney about this instant message exchange with SSA 2 
in which he told SSA 2 that Carter Page was never a source. The OGC Attorney 
stated, "That was my, the impression that I was given, yes." We also asked why he 
told SSA 2 in the instant message exchange that the other U.S. government agency 
"confirmed explicitly that he was never a source." The OGC Attorney explained that 
his statement was just "shorthand" for the information provided by the other 
agency about Page and that he had no particular reason to use the word 
"explicitly." As to his comment about a "terrible footnote" in the instant messages, 
the OGC Attorney told us that he was referring to how "laborious" it would be to 
draft such a footnote for the FISA application, not that such a footnote might 
undermine or conflict with the overall narrative presented in the FISA applications. 

SSA 2 told us that the most important part of this interaction with the OGC 
Attorney was when the OGC Attorney told SSA 2 that the other agency had said 
"explicitly" that Page had never been a source. SSA 2 characterized that statement 
as "the confirmation that I need[ed]." SSA 2 also said that he understood the OGC 
Attorney's comment about not having to draft a "terrible footnote" to mean that the 
team could avoid having to explain in Renewal Application No. 3 that they had "just 
now come to determine that [Page] was an asset of the [other agency] and 
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probably being tasked to engage ... [with] Russians which is ... why we opened a case 
on him." SSA 2 said that he understood the OGC Attorney to be saying that "the 
optic ... would be terrible" if the prior FISA applications were "dubious" in light of a 
relationship between Page and the other agency, and the FBI was only becoming 
aware of that relationship in the third renewal application and after Page's public 
statements. 

We showed the instant message exchange between the OGC Attorney and 
SSA 2 to the Liaison and the OI Attorney. Neither had previously been aware of 
this exchange. The OI Attorney told us that the OGC Attorney's description of Page 
as a sub-source did not sound familiar to him. He said: 

I feel like if the [OGC Attorney] would have said, well he was a sub­
source, I mean to me that's like a flag.... [TJhat means he was being 
handled by somebody. That means that there was ... something more; 
let's dig more into it. 

The 01 Attorney also focused on the portion of the exchange where SSA 2 
expressed a belief that Page was a source and where the OGC Attorney mentioned 
not having to prepare a "terrible footnote." He told us that OI should have been 
made aware of any "internal debate" within the FBI about whether Page was a 
source for another U.S. government agency, because with the FISC there is no 
"defense counsel on the other side," and it is up to OI "to over tell the story." 

The Liaison focused on the portion of the exchange in which the OGC 
Attorney stated that Page "was never a source." The Liaison told us that this 
statement was wrong, as was the OGC Attorney's statement that Page "was a U.S. 
sub-source of a source." The Liaison said that such an assertion is "directly 
contradictory to the [documents]" the agency provided to the FBI. The Liaison also 
said it was inaccurate to describe Carter Page as "like a sub-source of [a digraph]" 
and to state that the other agency had "confirmed explicitly that [Page] was never 
a source." We asked the liaison whether the Liaison ever told the OGC Attorney 
that Page was not a source. The Liaison said that, to the best of the Liaison's 
recollection, the Liaison did not and would not have characterized the status of a 
"[digraph]" without either first reaching out to the other agency's experts 
responsible for the underlying reporting, or relying on the proper supporting 
documentation for an answer. The Liaison stated, "I have no recollection of there 
being any basis for [the OGC Attorney] to reach that conclusion, and it is directly 
contradicted by the documents." 

b. The OGC Attorney Sends SSA 2 an Altered Version 
of the Liaison's June 15 Email 

Immediately following the June 19 instant message exchange between the 
OGC Attorney and SSA 2, SSA 2 received an email from the OGC Attorney that 
appeared to be forwarding the Liaison's June 15 response email concerning Page's 
historical contact with the other U.S. government agency. However, the OIG 
determined that this forwarded version of the Liaison's response email had been 
altered. Specifically, the words "and not a 'source"' had been inserted in the 
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Liaison's June 15 response after the word "[digraph]." Thus, the Liaison's email 
was altered to read: "My recollection is that Page was or is and [sic] '[digraph]' 
and not a 'source' but the [documents] will explain the details." (Emphasis 
added). The OGC Attorney also did not include in the email sent to SSA 2 the initial 
email inquiry from the OGC Attorney to the Liaison about Page's status as a 
"[digraph) source."398 

In response to the June 19 email, SSA 2 asked the OGC Attorney if SSA 2 
could send the email to the FBI agents working on the matter. The OGC Attorney 
responded: "Yes. I actually already did on Friday when [the OI Attorney] said 
we're good to go. Sorry for not cc'ing you. "399 

We asked the OGC Attorney about the alteration in the email he sent to SSA 
2. He initially stated that he was not certain how the alteration occurred, but 
subsequently acknowledged that he made the change. He also stated it was 
consistent with his impression of the information that he had been provided by the 
Liaison. 

We discussed the altered email with SSA 2, who told us that the OGC 
Attorney was the person he relied upon to resolve the issue of whether Carter Page 
was or had been a source for the other U.S. government agency. SSA 2 told us 
that the statement inserted into the Liaison's email-that Page was "not a source"­
was the most important part of the email for him. SSA 2 said "if they say [he's] 
not a source, then you know we're good." SSA 2 also said that if the email from 
the Liaison had not contained the words "not a source" then, for him, the issue 
would have remained unresolved, and he would have had to seek further 
clarification. SSA 2 stated: "If you take out 'and not a source,' it's not wrong, but 
it doesn't really answer the question." He also said that something lesser, such as 
a verbal statement from the Liaison through the OGC Attorney, would not have 
resolved the issue for him. SSA 2 also told us it was important to him that the OGC 
Attorney had first sent the Liaison's response email to the OI Attorney, because if 
they discussed the Issue and they have "decided we don't have to do a footnote 
that he's not a source ... we've resolved this. We're good to move forward." He also 
said that he "would assume that the [OI Attorney]. .. received exactly what [SSA 2] 
received since it was a forward." 

We also showed the altered June 19, 2017 email to the Liaison. She told us 
that the combination of the omission of the OGC Attorney's question to the Liaison 
about Page's status as a "[digraph] source," along with the addition of the words 
"not a 'source"' to her response, was misleading. She explained that by omitting 

398 However, the email the OGC Attorney sent to SSA 2 did include header information from 
the June 16 email sent by the OGC Attorney to the OI Attorney, reflecting that the OI Attorney had 
been provided the Liaison's response email. It therefore appeared to SSA 2 that he and the OI 
Attorney had received the same information about Page's past status with the U.S. government 
agency. However, as described above, the email the OGC Attorney sent to the OI attorney did not 
contain the altered text that was included in the email that the OGC Attorney sent to SSA 2. 

399 The OGC Attorney did not alter the email he had previously forwarded to the other FBI 
agents. 
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how the OGC Attorney phrased his questions to her, it took away the context 
necessary to fully understand her response. We also asked the Liaison whether 
"not a 'source"' is language she would use to describe a "[digraph)." She said she 
would not have included the "not a 'source'" language in an email to the OGC 
Attorney because the Liaison's agency does "not call them sources." The Liaison 
added that the phrase "not a 'source"' is contradictory to the term "[digraph]," 
because "[digraph]" Indicates that the person is providing information to the 
Liaison's agency. 

Consistent with the Inspector General Act of 1978, following the OIG's 
discovery that the OGC Attorney had altered the email that he sent to SSA 2, who 
thereafter relied on it to swear out the final FISA application, the OIG promptly 
informed the Attorney General and the FBI Director, and provided them with the 
relevant information about the OGC Attorney's actions.400 

C. Information Concerning Steele's Past Work~Related 
Performance 

As described in Chapter Five, NSD told us that in the absence of information 
corroborating the facts from Steele's reporting asserted in the Carter Page FISA 
application, it was particularly important for the application to articulate to the court 
the FBI's assessment of the reliability of the source, Therefore, all four FISA 
applications articulated for the court the basis for the FBI's assessment that Steele 
was reliable. In all four applications, the FBI's source characterization statement 
began with the identification of Steele as a former 

■ . FBI and NSD officials told us that in assessing Steele's 
reliability, the FBI placed great weight on Steele's ........... Additionally, 

400 Prior to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, the OGC Attorney had been assigned to 
provide legal support to the FBI's "Midyear Exam" investigation, which concerned former Secretary of 
State Hillary Clinton's use of a private email server. In the OIG's June 2018 report, Review of Various 
Actions in Advance of the 20Ui Election, we referred to the OGC Attorney as FBI Attorney 2. In that 
report, we described improper political instant messages that the OGC Attorney sent to other FBI 
employees using FBI information technology systems. For example, on the day after the 2016 U.S. 
elections, the OGC Attorney sent an instant message to another FBI employee regarding the election 
outcome, stating: 

I am so stressed about what I could have done differently .. .! just can't imagine the 
systematic disassembly of the progress we made over the last 8 years. ACA is gone. 
Who knows if the rhetoric about deporting people, walls, and crap is true. I honestly 
feel like there is going to be a lot more gun issues, too, the crazies won finally. This is 
the tea party on steroids. And the GOP is going to be lost, they have to deal with an 
incumbent in 4 years. We have to fight this again. Also Pence is stupid. 

Two weeks later, the OGC Attorney sent an instant message to another FBI colleague about 
the amount of money the subject of an FBI Investigation had been paid while working on the Trump 
campaign, The FBI colleague responded, "Is it making you rethink your commitment to the Trump 
administration?" The OGC Attorney replied, "Hell no," and then added "Viva le resistance." 

We note that the OGC Attorney's alteration of the Liaison's email in connection with the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation described in this report occurred in June 2017, one year prior to our 
June 2018 referral to the FBI of his actions in connection with the Midyear Exam investigation. 
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as described in Chapter Five, the FISC legal advisor asked NSD to explicitly identify 
in the source characterization statement. 

As described in Chapter Six, after the first FISA application was filed, but 
before Renewal Application No. 1, Priestap and Strzok obtained information about 
Steele from persons with direct knowledge of his performance of his work duties in 
a prior position in an effort to further assess Steele's reliability. This was the first 
time anyone associated with the Crossfire Hurricane investigation discussed Steele 
with these persons, and it was prompted, at least in part, by Steele's disclosures to 
Mother Jones in late October 2016. Priestap and Strzok took handwritten notes of 
the feedback they received from the former employer about Steele. These notes 
referenced that Steele had held a "moderately senior" position in Moscow, as the 
Crossfire Hurricane team had originally thought and advised OI. Nothing in the 
notes indicated that Steele was "high-ranking" as stated ln the applications. The 
notes described positive feedback about Steele, such as "smart," "person of 
integrity," "no reason to doubt integrity," and "[i]f he reported it, he believed it." 
Priestap told us that his impression was that Steele was considered to be a "Russia 
expert" and very competent in his work. However, Priestap and Strzok were also 
provided negative feedback concerning Steele's judgment, including 
"[d]emonstrates lack of self-awareness, [demonstrates] poor judgment;" "[k]een to 
help but underpinned by poor judgment;" "[j]udgment: pursuing people [with] 
political risk but no intel value;" "[r]eporting in good faith, but not clear what he 
would have done to validate;" and "[d]idn't always exercise great judgment­
sometimes [he] believes he knows best." 

Priestap and Strzok told us that they did not change their overall assessment 
of Steele's reliability after being provided this information because they were told 
that Steele was never untruthful. According to Priestap, he interpreted the 
negative feedback about Steele's judgment to mean that Steele was a person who 
strongly believed in his convictions and that those convictions did not always align 
with management's convictions. Priestap said he himself confronted similar 
disagreements over prioritization with his own staff, and what stood out more to 
Priestap were the statements indicating that Steele had never been intentionally 
dishonest in his prior work. Priestap also told us that, according to the feedback he 
received, Steele's past reporting accurately reflected what he was told, but Priestap 
said the question was the accuracy of what he was told, which could not addressed 
in this instance without knowing the identity of Steele's sources for the election 
reporting. Strzok interpreted the feedback regarding Steele's judgment to mean 
that Steele sometimes followed the "shiny object" without a judgment about 
whether the shiny thing was really worth pursuing given the risks involved, which 
was seen as a hindrance to his career progression, but that Steele had no history of 
fabricating, embellishing, or otherwise "spinning" information. 

FBI officials told us, and documents reflect, that Strzok briefed the Crossfire 
Hurricane team regarding the information he received about Steele. Case Agent 1 's 
handwritten notes from a December 2016 team meeting reflect that the team was 
told that Steele "may have some judgment problems" but that the team could 
"continue to rely on reports for FISA." Case Agent 1 did not recall this discussion or 
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who said that they could continue to rely on Steele's reporting in the next FISA 
application. 

Handwritten notes from the OI Unit Chief reflect that the OGC Attorney 
advised the OI Unit Chief and the OI Attorney at the end of November 2016 that 
the team had met with persons with direct knowledge of Steele's performance of 
his work duties in a prior position. According to the notes, the OGC Attorney told 
OI that Steele's past contacts said he "could be prone to rash judgments." The 
notes also indicate that the OGC Attorney advised OI that the FBI did an internal 
review and found no indication that any of Steele's reporting was false or 
misleading and that McCabe had signed off on requesting a FISA renewal targeting 
Carter Page. 

The OI Attorney told us that he only vaguely recalled this discussion, but the 
OI Unit Chief said that he recalled being told that Steele was prone to rash 
judgment in his actions but not in his reporting. The OI Unit Chief told us he also 
recalled that the FBI believed it had no reason to question Steele's reporting and 
therefore had not changed its assessment of his reliability. Evans recalled that one 
or both of them later advised him, probably in December 2016, that the FBI had 
been told Steele had "questionable judgment" but was otherwise professional and 
reliable. 

As for why Renewal Application No. 1 (and the subsequent renewal 
applications) did not include this information about Steele, Evans and the OI Unit 
Chief told us that, because the information did not change the FBI's assessment as 
to Steele's reliability, the circumstances leading to the FBI's closure of Steele as a 
CHS was the more critical update for the court. However, during their OIG 
interviews, Evans and the OI Unit Chief were shown Strzok's notes. After reviewing 
the notes, both Evans and the 01 Unit Chief said that the notes contained more 
detail than what they recalled being told by the FBI, including the statement that it 
was "not clear what [Steele] would have done to validate" his reporting. Both said 
that they would have asked for more detail about that particular comment if they 
had known at the time. According to Evans, he would have considered whether to 
include information in the renewal application if he had known. 

D. Information Regarding Steele Reporting's Ties to the 
Democratic Party, the Democratic National Committee, and the 
Hillary Clinton Campaign 

As described in Chapter Five, the first Carter Page FISA application contained 
a footnote advising the court that Steele's election reporting may have originated 
from a request for political opposition research: 

[Steele], who now owns a foreign/business/financial intelligence firm, 
was approached by an identified U.S. person, who indicated to [Steele] 
that a U.S.-based law firm had hired the identified U.S. person to 
conduct research regarding Candidate#l's ties to Russia {the identified 
U.S. person and [Steele] have a long-standing business relationship). 
The identified U.S. person hired (Steele] to conduct this research. The 
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identified U.S. person never advised [Steele] as to the motivation 
behind the research into Candidate #l's ties to Russia. The FBI 
speculates that the identified U.S. person was likely looking for 
information that could be used to discredit Candidate # 1 's campaign. 
(Emphasis added). 

According to FBI officials, and as represented to OI at the time of the first 
application, the Crossfire Hurricane team was told by Steele that he had been hired 
by Fusion GPS's Glenn Simpson to perform his election-related work, was advised 
by Steele that Fusion GPS had been retained by an unnamed law firm, and had not 
been Informed by Steele of the motivation of Fusion GPS. Additionally, as we 
discuss in Chapter Four, the FBI assumed, but did not know at the time of the first 
application, that Steele was conducting opposition research. As described in 
Chapter Five, McCabe told us that he thought he had heard by the time of the first 
application that Simpson had been working first for a Republican and then later for 
a Democrat. However, McCabe also told the OIG that his memory on the timing of 
events is not always reliable. Other FBI officials told us that the team did not know 
who hired Simpson until after the first FISA application. We were told by Evans 
that the use of the term "speculates" in the footnote was intended to convey that 
even though the FBI did not know at the time the identity of Simpson's and the 
U.S. law firm's ultimate client, the FBI believed it was likely that it was someone 
who was seeking political opposition research against candidate Trump.401 

According to FBI officials, the Crossfire Hurricane team did not investigate 
who ultimately pald for Steele's reporting. The OGC Unit Chief and the Supervisory 
Intel Analyst told us that the team focused instead on vetting the accuracy of the 
information in Steele's reporting because, if the reporting turned out to be true, it 
would not matter to the team who ultimately paid for the research. 

Nevertheless, in the months following the first FISA application, information 
became known to the Crossfire Hurricane team that provided greater clarity about 
the political origins and connections of Steele's reporting. As described in Chapter 
Nine, by no later than November 21, 2016, Ohr had advised FBI officials that 
Steele's reporting had been given to the Hillary Clinton campaign {among other 
entities) and that Steele was "desperate'' that Trump not be elected. SSA 1 and the 
Supervisory Intel Analyst told us, and email communications reflect, that by no 
later than January 11, 2017, SSA 1 and the Supervisory Intel Analyst understood 
that Fusion GPS had been hired by the DNC and another unidentified entity to 
research candidate Trump's ties to Russia. Finally, handwritten notes and other 
documentation reflect that in February and March 2017 it was broadly known 
among FBI officials working on and supervising the investigation, and shared with 
senior NSD and ODAG officials, that Simpson (who hired Steele) was himself hired 
first by a candidate during the Republican primaries and then later by someone 

•01 As we describe in Chapter Five, OI officials told us that the FBI did not advise them of the 
FBI's belief that Steele was conducting political opposition research until October 11, 2016, when 
Evans asked the FBI three rounds of questions about Steele's political affiliations in connection with 
Evans's review of the first FISA application probing the FBI for information. Evans said that he 
expressed his frustration that the FBI had not informed OI of its belief earlier ln the FISA process. 
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related to the Democratic Party. Nevertheless, the footnote in Renewal Application 
Nos. 1, 2 and 3, was not revised to reflect this additional information. 

Case Agent 6 told us that after he took over the Carter Page investigation, he 
believed he had a conversation with Case Agent 1 about the identity of Steele's 
client, but he did not recall any details about what he was told. Case Agent 1 and 
the OGC Attorney told us that they did not recall when they learned who ultimately 
paid for the research, and Case Agent 1 said that it may have been sometime after 
he left the case. The OI Attorney told us that he did not recall being advised that 
the FBI had more clarity on who had paid for Steele's research. 

By March 2017, Evans had received information indicating that Simpson was 
first hired by a Republican primary candidate and then later by someone related to 
the Democratic Party. Evans told us that he did not recall revisiting the language in 
the footnote after learning this information. He said that he interpreted the word 
"speculates" in the footnote to have the same meaning as the FBI "assesses" or 
"believes." Further, in his opinion, the footnote clearly advised the court of the 
potential for political bias, such that he could not see how the additional information 
would have made a real difference for the court. He said that he did not know that 
members of the Crossfire Hurricane team had learned that Fusion GPS was hired 
specifically by the DNC and that, if that were true, he would have wanted to update 
the court about that information, not because it was material, but just in the 
interest of candor with the court. 

The OGC Unit Chief recalled the team briefing Corney that the research was 
conducted first for a Republican primary candidate and then later for the Democratic 
Party. We determined this briefing likely occurred in March 2017. Corney told us 
that he remembered being advised of this information. He also told us that he did 
not recall taking notice of the word "speculates" at the time he reviewed the FISA 
applications, but that in reviewing the language again he thought it "fairly 
conveyed" that the research originated from a biased source. 

Yates told us that she remembered hearing that Steele's research was 
conducted first for a Republican and then later for a Democrat, but she said she did 
not recall whether she heard that before or after she left the Department in late 
January 2017. Yates was removed as Acting Attorney General on January 30, 
2017, and we did not find evidence that she was informed of this information prior 
to that time. We identified notes indicating that by February and March 2017 it was 
broadly known that Simpson was hired first by a Republican primary candidate and 
then later by someone related to the Democratic Party. Boente told us that he 
remembered knowing before he approved Renewal Application No. 2 in April 2017 
that Simpson had been hired by a Republican primary candidate and then a 
Democratic candidate, but Boente said he did not recall any discussion about 
whether to revise the language in the footnote. He said that whether, in hindsight, 
the FBI should have revised the language was not a question he could answer 
during his OIG interview without first having the benefit of an analysis. Rosenstein 
told us that he did not recall the FBI telling him about the political origins of 
Steele's reporting before he approved Renewal Application No. 3 in June 2017 or 
whether he just inferred that after reading the footnote. Rosenstein said that he 
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did not recall the word "speculates" striking him at the time, but that if the FBI had 
information at the time of this final FISA application that the research had been 
funded by the Democratic Party, and that it was going to the Hillary Clinton 
campaign, he would have expected the FBI to revise the language to be more 
explicit. He said that if the FBI had such knowledge, the application should say 
that, or say that a witness told them that, because the additional clarity about the 
ultimate clients for Steele's reporting would be a relevant fact, though not 
necessarily dispositive. Similarly, although he did not read the renewal applications 
before they were filed, then FBI General Counsel James Baker told us that if the 
team had known the identity of Simpson's cllents at the time, such that it was not 
speculation anymore, then Baker would have expected the language to have been 
updated. 

E. FBI's Source Validation Report concerning Steele 

To establish Steele's reliability, all four Carter Page FISA applications 
included the statement that Steele's reporting "has been corroborated and used in 
criminal proceedings." As described in Chapter Five, members of the Crossfire 
Hurricane team, including the Supervisory Intel Analyst and SSA 1, told us that the 
phrase "corroborated and used in criminal proceedings" was a reference to Steele's 
past reporting in the FIFA investigation. Although the team did not review the FIFA 
case file, SSA 1 stated that they "speculated" that Steele's information was 
corroborated and used in criminal proceedings because they knew Steele had been 
"a part of, if not predicated, the FIFA investigation" and was known to have had an 
extensive source network into Russian organized crime. However, as also 
described in Chapter Five, no one provided the source characterization statement to 
Steele's handling agent {Handling Agent 1) for approval, as required by the Woods 
Procedures. Handling Agent 1 told us that he would not have approved the 
statement because most of Steele's past reporting had not been corroborated and it 
had never been used in a criminal proceeding. 

As we described in Chapter Six, the Crossfire Hurricane team requested that 
the FBI's Validation Management Unit (VMU) conduct a formal human source 
validation review of Steele in early 2017. VMU completed its evaluation and issued 
its report on March 23 2017 which stated that Steele was "suitable for continued 
operation"········••······ However, the validation report 
stated that Steele's past reporting in support of the FBI's Criminal Program had 
been "minimally corroborated," which included Steele's contributions to the FIFA 
case.402 Handling Agent 1 told us that "minimally corroborated" was consistent with 
his understanding of the entire collection of Steele's reporting to the FBI. Although 
this finding was different from the source characterization statement contained in 

402 As noted in Chapter Six, the validation report did not include the Validation Management 
Unit's (VMU) determination that Steele's election reporting was not corroborated. According to the Unit 
Chief of VMU, it is not common practice for VMU to include negative findings in its reports, only what 
they upositively find." The Unit Chief of VMU also said that within the validation context, the term 
"corroboration" means that the FBI has received the same information from a separate source, and 
added that uncorroborated does not mean the information is untrue or provide a basis for shutting 
down a source. 
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the Carter Page FISA applications, the two renewal applications filed after the March 
2017 validation report did not revise the source characterization statement or at 
least advise the court of VMU's finding. 

Although SSA 2 and SSA 3, the Headquarters Program Managers who 
supervised Crossfire Hurricane from FBI Headquarters, had received the validation 
report and were aware of its findings, we found no evidence that this information 
was circulated to NYFO, where the Carter Page investigation was being conducted 
at the time. Case Agent 1 and Case Agent 6, both of whom were working out of 
NYFO at the time, told us that they did not recall ever receiving the VMU report or 
being aware of its findings. Case Agent 6 told us that he would have wanted to 
know about the findings so that he could have asked questions, and he would have 
expected that the OI Attorney drafting the next FISA renewal application would 
have wanted to do the same. The OGC Unit Chief and OGC Attorney also told us 
they did not recall receiving the VMU report or learning its findings, though the OGC 
Unit Chief told us she had a general understanding that the FBI officials who 
reviewed the report thought the information was consistent with the FISA 
applications. 

OI officials told us that they did not recall having been advised of VMU's 
findings at any time before the second and third renewals, and the OI Attorney said 
that, had he known, he would have sought additional information from the FBI 
about the validation that was undertaken. Further, Evans told us that the finding 
sounded like something he would have thought warranted an update to the court in 
the next FISA application. 

F. Joseph Mifsud's Denials to the FBI 

As described in Chapter Three, Priestap and other FBI officials told the OIG 
that the sole predication for opening the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was the 
statement George Papadopoulos made to FFG officials that the Trump campaign 
had received a suggestion or offer of assistance from Russia that involved the 
anonymous release of disparaging information about then presidential candidate 
Hillary Clinton. All four Carter Page FISA applications relied upon this information 
in the probable cause section to help support the FBI's assessment that Russia was 
attempting to influence the 2016 presidential election and that those efforts were 
being coordinated by Carter Page and possibly others associated with the Trump 
campaign. 

During an interview with the FBI in late January 2017, Papadopoulos told the 
FBI that a Maltese citizen, Joseph Mifsud, who was living in London and serving as a 
university professor, told him that the Russians had "dirt" on Clinton in the form of 
"thousands of emails." In an interview in February 2017, Papadopoulos told the FBI 
that Mifsud told him that Clinton had "problems with her emails." In the same 
interview, Papadopoulos said that the "Russians had her emails" because the 
Russians told him (Mifsud) they have them. The FBI determined that Mifsud 
provided this information to Papadopoulos on April 26, 2016, shortly before 
Papadopoulos's meeting with the FFG. 
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As part of its investigation, the FBI interviewed Mifsud in February 2017, 
after Renewal Application No. 1 was filed but before Renewal Application No. 2. 
According to the FD-302 documenting the interview, Mifsud admitted to having met 
with Papadopoulos but denied having told him about any suggestion or offer from 
Russia.403 Additionally, according to the FD-302, Mifsud told the FBI that "he had 
no advance knowledge Russia was in possession of emails from the Democratic 
National Committee (DNC) and, therefore, did not make any offers or proffer any 
information to Papadopoulos." Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 did not include 
these statements Mifsud made to the FBI. 

A written case update indicates that Mifsud's denial was circulated to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team no later than late April 2017. Case Agent 6 told us that 
he was not sure he was aware at the time that Mifsud had been interviewed. 404 The 
01 officials handling Carter Page FISA applications told us that they either had not 
been advised of the denial or did not recall being advised at the time. Evans told us 
that he could not say definitively whether OI would have included this information 
in subsequent renewal applications without discussing the issue with the team (the 
FBI and OI}, but Evans also said that Mifsud's denial as described by the OIG 
sounded like something "potentially factually similarly situated" to the denials made 
by Papadopoulos that OI determined should have been included. 405 

G. Carter Page's Alleged Role in Changing the Republican Platform 
on Russia's Annexation of Ukraine 

As described previously, all four FISA applications relied upon information 
attributed in the Steele reporting to Person 1, including that: 

[A]ccording to [the sub-Source], Candidate #l's [Trump's) team, 
which the FBI assesses includes at least Page, agreed to sideline 
Russian intervention in Ukraine as a campaign issue and to raise 
U.S./NATO defense commitments in the Salties and Eastern Europe to 
deflect attention away from Ukraine. 

This assessment was based upon information in Steele Report 95 that purportedly 
came from Person 1 ("Source E" in Report 95), as well as news articles in July and 
August 2016 reporting that the Trump campaign adopted a milder tone toward 

•03 According to the Special Counsel's Report, Mifsud made inaccurate statements during this 
FBI interview about his interactions with Papadopoulos. See The Special Counsel's Report, Vol. I at 
193. 

404 We did not find any information in the documents we reviewed indicating that Case Agent 
6 received the written case update containing the description of Mifsud's interview. 

40s As described in Chapter Seven, Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 advised the court in a 
footnote that, over the course of several interviews with the FBI in early 2017, Papadopoulos 
confirmed that he met with officials from the FFG but denied that he discussed anything with them 
relating to the Russian government. However, as described earlier in this chapter, none of the FISA 
applications advised the court that Papadopoulos denied to FBI CHSs and the FBI that anyone 
associated with the Trump campaign was involved in the DNC email hack or was collaborating with 
Russia or with outside groups like WikiLeaks in the release of emails. 
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Russia's annexation of Crimea and influenced changes to the Republican Party's 
platform on providing weapons to Ukraine. 

We found that, other than this information from Report 95, the FBI's 
investigation did not reveal any Information to demonstrate that Carter Page had 
any involvement with the Republican Platform Committee. We further found that, 
even after the FBI identified the individuals who were involved with influencing the 
Republican Platform change on Ukraine (which did not include Page), the FBI never 
altered their assessment. The FBI also did not include in any subsequent Carter 
Page FISA applications information that contradicted the assertion that Carter Page 
was involved with the Republican Platform Committee's provision on Ukraine, nor 
did OI provide such information at any time to the FISC. 

As discussed in Chapter Ten, in October 2016, Carter Page met with an FBI 
CHS and, two days later, pertinent statements from that meeting were sent to Case 
Agent 1, SSA 1, and other agents and analysts on the Crossfire Hurricane team. 
The excerpts included statements Page made to the CHS about the platform 
committee during the Republican National Convention. Page told the CHS that he 
"stayed clear of that-there was a lot of conspiracy theories that I was one of 
them ... [but] totally off the record ... members of our team were working on that, 
and .. .in retrospect it's way better off that Lremained at arms length." 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that he did not believe Carter Page's statements 
on the platform issue were "that specific" and said that Page "minimized" and 
"vacillated on some things." SSA 1 told us he did not recall why Page's denial that 
he participated in the Republican Platform Committee was not included in the first 
FISA application. Before FISA Renewal Application No. 1, which was filed in 
January 2017, the OI Attorney did receive the documents containing Page's October 
2016 denials. Yet, the information about the meeting remained unchanged in the 
renewal applications. The 01 Attorney told us that he did not recall the 
circumstances surrounding this, but he acknowledged that he should have updated 
the descriptions in the renewal applications to include Page's denials. 

Subsequently, an FBI November 30, 2016 Intelligence Memorandum titled 
"The Trump Campaign and US-Russia-Ukraine Policy-A Quick Overview," stated: 

During a RNC platform sub-committee meeting, Diana Denman, a 
platform committee member, attempted to insert amendment 
language calling for the United States to "provide lethal defensive 
weapons to the Ukrainian government," adding that the Ukraine [sic] 
was presently "fighting a [Russian-backed] separatist insurrection." 
In response to Denman's amendment, two Trump campaign 
members-one of whom was Jeff [JD] Gordon-approached the sub­
committee co-chairman and asked for the amendment to be set aside. 
Denman's amendment was subsequently tabled, and the Trump 
staffers instead convinced the platform subcommittee to change the 
language from "lethal defensive weapons" to calling for "appropriate 
assistance." 
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The Intelligence Memorandum did not identify or reference Carter Page as 
the second individual involved, or state that he was involved in any capacity in the 
platform change. Case Agent 1 said he did not recall reading the November 30 
Intelligence Memorandum but said that, at that time, the team was still trying to 
determine if there was any information connecting Carter Page to the platform 
change. Case Agent 1 told us that although the FBI did not know who from the 
Trump campaign approved Carter Page's trip to Moscow prior to the Republican 
Convention, and the platform change was made shortly after Page returned from 
his trip to Russia, the belief was that Page was involved in the platform change and 
the team was hoping to find evidence of that in their review of the FISA collections 
of Page's email accounts. 

Additionally, as described in Chapter Slx and earlier in this chapter, in 
January 2017, Steele's Primary Sub-source provided the FBI with information that 
was inconsistent with the information Steele reported from Person 1 (Source E in 
Report 95), including the reporting that Page was involved in the Republican 
Platform Committee changes on Ukraine. Indeed, the Primary Sub-source made no 
reference to discussing the Republican Platform Committee or Ukraine provision 
with Person 1. 

Further, on March 16, 2017, Case Agent 1 and Case Agent 6 interviewed 
Carter Page and asked him about his activities at the 2016 Republican National 
Convention. Carter Page told them he had no part in the decision by the Platform 
Committee to omit the reference to "lethal assistance" involving Ukraine, but that 
he supported the omission of the reference. Page said he learned of the policy 
change upon receiving an email from Gordon dated July 14, 2016, to himself, 
Papadopoulos, and four members of the campaign foreign policy team. The email, 
which Page provided to the FBI during the interview, stated, in part: 

I hope you had a chance to read some of the press coverage over 
Platform [sic]. We are proud to say it is the strongest pro-Israel policy 
statement in the history of the Republican Party. We are also pleased 
to say we defeated red line amendments like providing lethal 
assistance to Ukraine. 

That same day, Carter Page replied to this email, "Fantastic, J.D. thanks a lot for 
the useful insights and context. As for the Ukrainian amendment, excellent work." 

Case Agent 6 sent this email to members of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigative team, including SSA 2. The 01 Unit Chief told us that he did not recall 
specifically seeing this email but said that lf the FBI had any information suggesting 
Carter Page might not have been involved with the Republican platform, then lt 
should have been discussed with OI. 

Renewal Application Nos. 2 and 3 included Carter Page's denials about his 
involvement in the Republican Platform Committee's changes on assistance to 
Ukraine from the March 16 interview with the FBI. After including these denials in 
the applications, the renewal applications stated that, 
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As the FBI believes that Page also holds pro~Russian views and 
appears to still have been a member of Candidate #l's [Trump's] 
campaign in August 2016, the FBI assesses that Page may have been 
downplaying his role in advocating for the change to Political Party 
#l's [Republican] platform. 

We observed among the NSD's Counterintelligence and Export Control 
Section {CES) records an April 2017 version of an investigation outline CES 
prepared and periodically updated reflecting that Carter Page received an email 
from Gordon in July 2016 about the platform change and that the email "suggests 
Page was not involved in the decision." Also included In the CES outline were 
Page's denials to the FBI. Former CES Chief David Laufman told us that, at that 
time, the FBI was at an "investigative dead end" with respect to Page and the 
platform issue with no new evidence emerging. During his OIG interview, we 
provided Laufman with the July 2016 email that Carter Page provided to FBI agents 
during his March 16 interview. After reviewing the email, Laufman told us that he 
would reword the reference in the CES outline stating that the email "suggests Page 
was not involved in the decision to" instead read: "there's no indication in the 
email that Page was involved." 

An FBI March 20, 2017 Intelligence Memorandum titled "Overview of Trump 
Campaign Advisor Jeff D. [J.D.] Gordon" again attributed the change in the 
Republican Platform Committee's Ukraine provision to Gordon and an unnamed 
campaign staffer. The updated memorandum did not include any reference to 
Carter Page working with Gordon or communicating with the Republican Platform 
Committee. On May 5, 2017, the Counterintelligence Division updated this 
Intelligence Memorandum to include open source reporting on the intervention of 
Trump campaign members during the Republican platform discussions at the 
Convention to include Gordon's public comments on his role. This memorandum 
still made no reference to involvement by Carter Page with the Republican Platform 
Committee or with the provision on Ukraine. 

On June 7, 2017, the FBI interviewed a Republican Platform Committee 
member. This interview occurred three weeks before Renewal Application No. 3 
was filed. According to the FBI FD-302 documenting the interview, this individual 
told the FBI that J.D. Gordon was the Trump campaign official that flagged the 
Ukrainian amendment, and that another person (not Carter Page) was the second 
campaign staffer present at the July 11 meeting of the National Security and 
Defense Platform Subcommittee meeting when the issue was tabled. 

Although the FBI did not develop any information that Carter Page was 
involved in the Republican Platform Committee's change regarding assistance to 
Ukraine, and the FBI developed evidence that Gordon and another campaign official 
were responsible for the change, the FBI did not alter its assessment of Page's 
involvement in the FISA applications. Case Agent 6 told us that when Carter Page 
denied any involvement with the Republican Platform Committee's provision on 
Ukraine, Case Agent 6 "did not take that statement at face value." He told us that 
at the time of the renewals, he did not believe Carter Page's denial and it was the 
team's "belief" that Carter Page had been involved with the platform change. We 
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asked Case Agent 6 if the FBI had any information to support its continued 
assessment that Carter Page was involved in the Republican Platform Committee's 
provision on Ukraine, and he provided no further information. 

In the next chapter, we discuss the interactions career Department attorney 
Bruce Ohr had with the Crossfire Hurricane team, the information he provided to 
the team regarding his interactions with Steele and Glenn Simpson, and the work 
Ohr's wife performed for Fusion GPS. We also describe Ohr's actions following the 
2016 elections relating to the investigation of Paul Manafort. 
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CHAPTER NINE 
DEPARTMENT ATTORNEY BRUCE OHR'S ACTIVITIES DURING 

THE CROSSFIRE HURRICANE INVESTIGATION 

In this chapter, we describe Department attorney Bruce Ohr's activities 
during the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, primarily relating to his interactions 
with Christopher Steele. Ohr was an Associate Deputy Attorney General (ADAG) in 
the Office of the Deputy Attorney General (ODAG) and the Director of the 
Organized Crime and Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) at the time of the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation, and was personally acquainted with Steele and 
Fusion GPS co-founder Glenn Simpson. In addition, Ohr's wife Nellie Ohr was 
employed as an independent contractor by Fusion GPS. During 2016 and 2017, 
Ohr received information from Steele and Simpson describing alleged links between 
the Russian government and the Donald J. Trump campaign and suggesting that 
the Russian government had leverage over Trump. Ohr provided the information 
he received from Steele and Simpson to the FBI, which had already received much, 
but not all, of the same information through its direct contact with Steele. Ohr did 
not advise any of his supervisors in ODAG about his contacts with Steele and 
Simpson, about his wife's work for Fusion GPS, or about his acting as a conduit of 
this information to the FBI, until ODAG leadership confronted Ohr about his 
activities in late 2017. 

We also describe in this chapter Ohr's and several other Department 
attorneys' activities before and after the November 2016 elections relating to the 
Department's then ongoing criminal money laundering investigation of Paul 
Manafort. 

I. Bruce Ohr's Background 

A. Department Positions and Responsibilities 

Bruce Ohr joined the Department on January 31, 1991, as an Assistant U.S. 
Attorney (AUSA) in the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Southern District of New York 
(SONY). Ohr remained with SDNY until 1999 when he transferred to the 
Department's Criminal Division (CRM) in Washington, D.C., as Chief of the 
Organized Crime and Racketeering Section (OCRS). Ohr told the OIG that as Chief 
of OCRS, he tried to develop the Department's capacity for fighting transnational 
organized crime and that this was when he began tracking Russian organized 
crime. 

In 2011, Ohr became Counsel for Transnational Organized Crime and 
International Affairs to the Assistant Attorney General in CRM and worked primarily 
for CRM Deputy Assistant Attorney General Bruce Swartz. According to Ohr, in that 
position he focused on policy issues relating to transnational organized crime and 
had no prosecutorial responsibilities. He stated that he was often the Department's 
"public face" at conferences and was sometimes approached by individuals who 
provided information about transnational organized crime. 
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In November 2014, Ohr became an AOAG in OOAG and the Director of 
OCDETF, a Senior Executive Service-level (SES) position. Ohr reported to the 
Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General (PADAG) and the Deputy Attorney 
General (DAG) in both of these positions. Ohr stated that as OCDETF Director, he 
oversaw OCDETF in its "mission ... to coordinate organized crime and primarily drug 
investigations across the different parts of the U.S. government." He said OCDETF 
is responsible for aspects of the national drug and organized crime policies and 
provides funding for agents and prosecutors working on drug and organized crime 
cases. OCDETF is not an operational entity and does not direct prosecutorial 
actions in any cases. Ohr told us that when he became the OCDETF Director, then 
DAG Jim Cole expressed his desire for Ohr to expand OCDETF's mission to include 
transnational organized crime matters. He said that, as a result, he continued 
working on transnational organized crime policy and, in order to maintain 
awareness, tracked Russian organized crime issues. 

As an ADAG, Ohr also served as Director of the Attorney General's Organized 
Crime Council, as the Department's Liaison to the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, and as a member of the Attorney General's Capital Case Committee. He 
also assisted with implementing portions of the 2017 Executive Order on 
Transnational Organized Crime and developing a Transnational Organized Crime 
initiative. 

Throughout his tenure in the Department, Ohr has been a career employee 
and not a political appointee. 

B. Ohr's Relationship with Steele and Glenn Simpson 

1. Ohr's Relationship with Steele from 2007 to March 2016 

Ohr stated that he met Christopher Steele in late 2007 during meetings with 
an allied country's government officials.406 He said that after the meetings, he met 
Steele for lunch and spoke about the threat of Russian organized crime. Ohr stated 
that after Steele left government service, Steele set up a private investigations firm 
and remained in contact with Ohr. Ohr told us that he and Steele spoke "probably 
less than once a year" and that he would see Steele for social visits, such as 
breakfast or lunch, if Steele visited Washington, D.C. He described his relationship 
with Steele as being "primarily professional," but also "friendly" because they 
shared with each other information about their families. Steele likewise told us that 
he and Ohr were personal friends and that he would see Ohr whenever he was in 
Washington, D.C., which was about once or twice a year. 

Ohr stated that Steele provided him reports that Steele prepared for his 
clients, which Steele thought the U.S. government might find interesting. He told 

406 Steele told us he recalled meeting Ohr in 2008 while he was visiting a U.S. government 
agency, and his contact at that agency arranged for him to meet Ohr. 
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us that he initially did nothing with the information he received from Steele because 
it was general and not directly useful for an investigation. 

Ohr said he introduced Steele to Handling Agent 1 so that Steele could 
provide information directly to the FBI in approximately spring 2010.407 He told us 
that he "pushed" to make Steele an FBI Confidential Human Source (CHS) because 
Steele's information was valuable. Ohr also said that it was "not efficient" for him 
to pass Steele's information to the FBI and he preferred having Steele work directly 
with an FBI agent. According to Steele, Ohr and Handling Agent 1 coordinated over 
a period of time with Steele to set up his relationship with the FBI. 

Ohr's contact with Steele did not end after Steele formalized his relationship 
with Handling Agent 1 and the FBI.408 Ohr met or talked with Steele multiple times 
from 2014 through fall 2016, and on occasion those in-person meetings or video 
calls included Handling Agent 1. Ohr told us that he viewed meeting with Steele as 
part of his job because he needed to maintain awareness of Russian organized 
crime activities and Steele knew Russian organized crime trends better than anyone 
else. He said he knew Steele was also speaking to Handling Agent 1 at this time 
because Steele would say that he provided the same information to Handling Agent 
1. Handling Agent 1 told us that he knew Steele and Ohr were in contact and 
talked about issues "at a higher policy level," but stated that he did not know 
anything further regarding their interactions. 

Ohr and Steele also communicated frequently over the years regarding 
Russian Oligarch 1, including in 2016 during the time period before and after Steele 
was closed as an FBI CHS. 409 Steele told us his communications with Ohr 
concerning Russian Oligarch 1 were the result of an outreach effort started in 2014 
with Ohr and Handling Agent 1, to approach oligarchs about cooperating with the 
U.S. government. Ohr confirmed that he and Handling Agent 1 asked Steele to 
contact Russian oligarchs for this purpose. This effort resulted in Ohr meeting with 
Russian Oligarch 1 and an FBI agent in September 2015. 

2. Ohr's Relationship with Simpson 

Ohr told the OIG that he could not recall how he first met Fusion GPS co­
founder Glenn Simpson. 410 He estimated that he saw Simpson less than ten times 
over several years. According to Ohr, Simpson usually reached out to him to 

407 Ohr stated that he met Handling Agent 1 when he was with SDNY and remained in contact 
with him through 2017. As described in Chapter Four, Steele stated he recalled meeting Handling 
Agent 1 when he was with Ohr at a European seminar on Russian related issues in June 2009. 

• 08 Ohr stated that he talked to other individuals he met through his job duties over the years 
and discussed Russian organized crime whenever the opportunity arose. He told us that he spoke 
with Steele more often than other individuals because Steele contacted him more frequently. Ohr also 
stated that Steele was the only contact that he introduced to the FBI. 

• 09 The United States imposed sanctions on Russian Oligarch 1 and his business interests, 
including his Russian company, for his links to senior Russian government officials, suspected criminal 
activities, and ties to Russian organized crime. 

• 10 As noted ln Chapter One, Simpson declined our request for an interview. 
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provide information about Russian organized crime figures. Ohr stated that most of 
Simpson's past information was not actionable, so he did not do anything with it 
and did not try to introduce Simpson to the FBI. However, as described below, Ohr 
told us that when Simpson provided names in 2016 of possible intermediaries 
between Russia and the Trump campaign, he wanted to introduce Simpson to the 
FBI, but thought Simpson seemed reluctant and did not do so. 

C. Nellie Ohr's Relationship with Steele and Work for Fusion GPS 

Nellie Ohr, Bruce Ohr's wife, told the OIG that she met Steele in 2009 
through her husband, and that she recalled meeting him two more times­
sometime after 2014 and then at the July 30, 2016 breakfast meeting discussed 
later in this chapter. She stated that she knew of Steele's interest in Russian 
oligarchs and understood him to be a Russia analyst. She described his relationship 
with her husband as a "professional associaten and considered them to be friendly, 
but not friends. 

Nellie Ohr, who has a doctorate in Russian history and is fluent in Russian, 
told us that she contacted Simpson in October 2015 to ask for a job with Fusion 
GPS. She stated that she was familiar with Simpson from reading published 
newspaper articles he wrote relating to Russian criminal activity. She said that she 
was hired by Fusion GPS as an independent contractor shortly thereafter. 
According to Nellie Ohr, she worked remotely from home for Fusion GPS, 
conducting online open source research. Bruce Ohr told us that he did not play any 
role in Nellie Ohr's hiring by Fusion GPS. 

Nellie Ohr stated that while working for Fusion GPS, she initially conducted 
online, open source research about a Russian company suspected of human 
trafficking. She told us that, after her first project, Fusion GPS tasked her to 
research then candidate Trump and his Russian business associates, which involved 
searching Russian and other foreign language websites and databases and 
providing periodic reports detailing her findings. Nellie Ohr stated that she was not 
told who was funding this project and did not know that Steele was also working for 
Fusion GPS until July 2016. She said that she stopped working for Fusion GPS on 
September 24, 2016, when she began a full-time job elsewhere. 

II. Ohr's Communications with Steele, Simpson, and the FBI in 2016 and 
2017 

This section details Ohr's communications in 2016 and 2017 with Steele and 
Simpson regarding alleged Russian connections with Trump or persons associated 
with the Trump campaign, Ohr's meetings with FBI personnel concerning the 
information he received from Steele and Simpson, and the FBI's internal 
communications regarding Ohr. 
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A. Ohr's 2016 Contacts with Steele and Simpson Regarding 
Russian Issues 

1. Ohr's July 30, 2016 Meeting with Steele 

On Saturday, July 30, 2016, at Steele's invitation, Ohr and Nellie Ohr had 
breakfast with Steele and an associate in Washington, D.C. Nellie Ohr told us she 
initially thought it was going to be a social brunch, but came to understand that 
Steele wanted to share his current Russia reporting with Ohr. According to Steele, 
he intended the gathering to be a social brunch, but Ohr asked him what he was 
working on. Steele told us that he told Ohr about his work related to Russian 
interference with the election. Ohr told us that, among other things, Steele 
discussed Carter Page's travel to Russia and interactions with Russian officials. He 
also said that Steele told Ohr that Russian Oligarch l's attorney was gathering 
evidence that Paul Manafort stole money from Russian Oligarch 1. Ohr also stated 
that Steele told him that Russian officials were claiming to have Trump "over a 
barrel." According to Ohr, Steele mentioned that he provided two reports 
concerning these topics to Handling Agent l and that Simpson, who owned Fusion 
GPS, had all of Steele's reports relating to the election. Steele did not provide Ohr 
with copies of any of these reports at this time. Later that evening, Steele wrote to 
Ohr asking to "keep in touch on the substantive issues" and advised Ohr that 
Simpson was available to speak with him. 411 

Ohr told the OIG that he did not know before the breakfast that Steele was 
working with Nellie Ohr's then employer, Fusion GPS, and did not know whether 
Steele was aware of Nellie Ohr's employment with Fusion GPS. However, Nellie Ohr 
told us that Steele made a comment during the breakfast indicating to her that he 
knew about her connection to Fusion GPS and that Simpson was "okay" with Steele 
talking to her and Ohr. Steele told us he knew Nellie Ohr was working for Fusion 
GPS, but he did not know she was doing work related to his project-Russian 
interference with the 2016 U.S. elections. 

Ohr stated that because Nellie Ohr was unaware of Steele's information and 
had never been involved in similar situations, he became uncomfortable during the 
breakfast and spoke to Steele privately. Ohr said that he did not discuss "the 
details of the cases that [he was] working on" with Nellie Ohr. He said he explained 
to Steele that he did not want Nellie Ohr involved and that he made sure that she 
was not present for any future conversations he had with Steele. Steele told us 
that Ohr advised him not to discuss his reporting in front of Nellie Ohr. 

Ohr said that he knew the Information Steele provided to him was opposition 
research, but did not know who was paying for it. He told us that it was "clear" to 
him, due to the nature of the research, that Steele and Simpson were hired by a 
private party "somehow related to the Clinton campaign." He said he also surmised 
that Steele thought that by giving the information to Ohr, the U.S. government 
would do "something." Nellie Ohr similarly stated that she understood from the 

411 Ohr memorialized each of his meetings with Steele and Simpson with detailed notes about 
what they told him. 

272 



10731

449 

meeting that Steele hoped Ohr would speak with the FBI regarding the information 
concerning then candidate Trump. 

Steele later told the FBI that, prior to the 2016 elections, he provided 
information to Ohr and was "pushing Ohr to do something about the [election] 
reports." 

Following the July 30 breakfast, Ohr reached out to officials in the FBI and 
the Department about the information Steele had provided, but did not discuss this 
information with the DAG or anyone in ODAG. On August 3, 2016, Ohr emailed 
Handling Agent 1 asking to speak to him. Handling Agent 1 told us he talked with 
Ohr, who asked him If he had seen Steele's election reports and whether the FBI 
was doing anything with them. Handling Agent 1 stated that he told Ohr that an 
executive assistant director at FBI Headquarters and executive management in the 
New York Field Office (NYFO) knew about Steele's reporting and were addressing 
it.412 

Ohr told us that because the information provided by Steele on July 30 was 
"scary" and he was unsure what to do with it, he also reached out to CRM Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General Bruce Swartz. According to Ohr's calendar, he met with 
Swartz on August 4, and both Ohr and Swartz told us that Ohr provided Swartz 
with specific details of what Steele had told Ohr on July 30. 

Swartz told us that he did not tell his Immediate supervisor, CRM Assistant 
Attorney General Leslie Caldwell (who was a political appointee), or any other 
senior Department political appointees that Ohr was meeting with Steele or the FBI 
because he did not want to politicize Steele's information by providing it to political 
appointees. 

We asked Ohr whether he contemporaneously sought any ethics guidance 
regarding any of the events connected with Steele, Simpson, and Nellie Ohr. Ohr 
stated that he did not recall considering at the time whether the connections 
between Nellie Ohr's employment and his receipt of information from Steele and 
Simpson presented any ethics issues, nor did he recall contacting an ethics official 
for advice. Ohr stated it was possible he did not seek ethics advice because he did 
not want to "spread" the information around the Department before it was 
evaluated. 413 

412 Chapter Four details Handling Agent l's actions once he received the election reports from 
Steele, including how the reports made their way to FBI Headquarters and, eventually, to the Crossfire 
Hurricane team. Handling Agent 1 also told us that, in October 2016, he advised the members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team who came to Europe to interview Steele about his August 2016 conversation 
with Ohr. Handling Agent 1 stated that they did not appear to be surprised by the information, so he 
assumed the team knew about Ohr's involvement with Steele. However, when we interviewed the 
Crossfire Hurricane team members, none of them recalled Handling Agent 1 telling them about Ohr. 

• 13 Ohr told us that although he did not seek any ethics advice concerning his wife's presence 
at the July 30, 2016 breakfast, he ensured that Nellie Ohr was not present for any future 
conversations with Steele. 
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2. Ohr's August 22, 2016 Meeting with Simpson 

On August 22, 2016, Simpson emailed Ohr requesting that Ohr call him. 
Later that same day, at Simpson's request, Ohr met with Simpson, and Simpson 
provided Ohr with the names of three individuals who Simpson thought were 
potential intermediaries between Russia and the Trump campaign.414 The three 
names are included in notes that Ohr told us he wrote on the same day as his 
meeting with Simpson. According to these notes, one of the three names provided 
by Simpson was one of the sub-sources in Steele's election reports, who we 
reference as Person 1 in previous chapters. Another of the names was Carter 
Page's "[b]usiness partner" who was an "[a]lleged" Russian intelligence officer and 
"the 'brains' behind (Carter] Page's company-Global Energy Capital." Ohr stated 
that he was uncomfortable receiving this information from Simpson and did not 
recall Simpson asking him to do anything with it. 

Ohr told the OIG that he was troubled by Simpson's information. He stated 
that he could not remember when or how he provided Simpson's information to the 
FBI, but would have likely contacted Handling Agent 1 or the FBI's Transnational 
Organized Crime-East {TOC-East) Section Chief. Emails indicate that Ohr and 
Handling Agent 1 spoke on August 24, 2016, but neither of them could recall what 
they discussed. 415 

On September 12, 2016, Ohr and Handling Agent 1 exchanged emails 
referencing Steele. In one email, Handling Agent 1 informed Ohr that an FBI team 
was looking into Steele's information. In response, Ohr asked Handling Agent 1 to 
let him know who to contact with additional information. Handling Agent 1 told us 
that he did not reply to Ohr's question, and we did not find a response. 

3. Ohr's September 23, 2016 Meeting with Steele 

On September 23, 2016, at Steele's request, Steele met with Ohr in 
Washington, D.C. Ohr told us they spoke about various topics related to Russia, 
including information regarding Russian Oligarch l's willingness to talk with the 
U.S. government about Manafort. Ohr said that Steele identified the person who 
was funding Fusion GPS's opposition research; however, according to Ohr, he did 
not recognize the name and could not remember it long enough to write it down 
after the meeting. Ohr also said that he and Steele also discussed allegations that 
an Alfa Bank server in the United States was a !ink between Russia and the Trump 
campaign; that Person l's Russian/American organization in the United States had 

414 On November 14, 2017, Simpson testified before the House Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence. During his testimony, Simpson told the Committee that he did not meet with Ohr 
prior to the November 2016 presidential election. He stated further that he met with Ohr one time 
after Thanksgiving 2016. See Interview of Glenn Simpson Before the Executive Session of the H. 
Perm. Select Comm. On Intelligence, 115th Cong. 78 {November 14, 2017) (hereinafter HPSCJ 
Interview of Glenn Simpson). 

415 Department emails indicate that Ohr first spoke with the TOC-East Section Chief regarding 
Steele and Simpson's information in October 2016, which we discuss below. 
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used the Alfa Bank server earlier in September; and that an individual working with 
Carter Page was a Russian intelligence officer. 

According to Steele, he and Ohr also discussed Steele's concerns that if 
Trump won the election, Steele's source network may be in jeopardy. Steele said 
that a new FBI Director and new agency heads appointed by Trump would have a 
higher degree of loyalty to the new President, and could decide to take action 
against Steele and his source network. Steele told us that Ohr explained that the 
FBI Director had a 10-year term and could not be removed from the position by the 
President, so information about Steele's source network should be protected.416 

According to Steele, he also asked Ohr about why it appeared from the news that 
the U.S. government was not addressing his election reporting. Steele said that 
Ohr told him that the Hatch Act made it a criminal offense for a federal official to 
make a public statement to the detriment or benefit of a candidate within 90 days 
of an election.417 When we asked Ohr about this, he told us he did not recall talking 
to Steele about either of these concerns. 

Ohr did not recall whether he provided anyone with the information he 
received from Steele at this meeting, but stated that he might have spoken to 
Swartz and Handling Agent 1 about it. Swartz told us that Ohr provided him with 
specific information at the time regarding Steele's reporting, but he could not recall 
the specific information when interviewed by the OIG. Handling Agent 1 told us he 
did not recall discussing these topics with Ohr. 

4. Ohr's Early October 2016 Activities Regarding Steele's 
Information 

Sometime prior to October 13, 2016, Ohr talked to the FBI's TOC-East 
Section Chief about Steele's information, but Ohr could not recall what he told him. 
The TOC-East Section Chief recalled Ohr mentioning Steele to him starting in mid-
2016, but stated that he could not specifically recall the information Ohr relayed 
concerning Steele's election reporting. 418 

In an October 13, 2016 email, the TOC-East Section Chief told Ohr that 
counterintelligence agents had traveled to a European city and spoken with 
Handling Agent 1. Ohr responded that he had additional information to share, 

416 This statement concerning the FBI Director's term is incorrect. The President has the 
authority to remove the FBI Director prior to the expiration of the 10-year term. See Pub. L. No. 94-
503, § 203, 90 Stat. 2407 (1976); 5 U.S.C. § 532 notes. 

417 The Hatch Act does not address this issue. Rather, among other things, it prohibits federal 
employees from participating in certain political activities on and off duty. Section 7323(a){1} 
provides that "an employee may not use his official authority or influence for the purpose of 
intetfering with or affecting the result of an election." 5 U.S.C. § 7323(a)(1); 5 C.F.R. §§ 734, 
734.401(a)(2), 734.407, 734.411. 

418 The TOC•East Section Chief noted that while it was odd to have a high-level Department 
official in contact with Russian oligarchs, it did not surprise him that Ohr would be approached by 
individuals, such as Steele, who wanted to talk to the U.S. government. The TOC-East Section Chief 
said that it would be "outside [of Ohr's] lane" to continue the relationship with these potential sources 
after their Introduction to the FBI. 
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specifically names of possible intermediaries, and asked if the counterintelligence 
agents had an interest in receiving this information. We did not find a response to 
Ohr's email and the TOC-East Section Chief did not recall providing a name to Ohr, 
but the TOC-East Section Chief said he likely passed the email to a relevant point of 
contact who could follow up with Ohr. 

5, Ohr's October 18-19, 2016 Communications with Steele 
and Meeting with McCabe and Lisa Page 

Early in the morning of October 18, 2016, Steele emailed Ohr, stating "I 
have something quite urgent I would like to discuss with you, preferably by [video 
call] (even before work if you can}." Records reflect that Steele and Ohr spoke 
around 7:00 a.m. Later that morning, Steele wrote Ohr an email referring to U.S. 
sanctions on the Russian company controlled by Russian Oligarch 1. In the email, 
Steele referenced their earlier video call and stated that Russian Oligarch 1 's 
attorney wanted Ohr to receive the information. Ohr told us he could not recall 
what he talked with Steele about that morning, or what the urgent issue was, but 
based on this email, he said he believed they likely discussed Russian Oligarch 1. 
Likewise, Steele said he could not recall the topic of the call, but after reviewing the 
follow-up email, he said he assumed that the conversation included information 
about Russian Oligarch 1. 

Records reflect that shortly after the video call between Ohr and Steele, Ohr 
called then Deputy Director Andrew McCabe and made a calendar entry indicating a 
meeting with McCabe for later that day. Ohr told us he set up the meeting to share 
Steele's and Simpson's information with McCabe. He told us that he contacted 
McCabe because Ohr had previously worked with McCabe on issues associated with 
Russian Oligarch 1 and Russian organized crime. Ohr explained that when Ohr was 
an AUSA in the SONY, McCabe was leading the Russian organized crime squad at 
the NYFO. Ohr also stated that he wanted to ensure McCabe knew about Steele's 
information and assumed McCabe would provide the information to the right people 
in the FBI. 

We asked Ohr if Steele had asked Ohr to meet with the FBI in order to 
provide the information that Steele had shared with Ohr .. Ohr said that he did not 
think so. We asked Ohr what prompted him to seek a meeting at that time with 
McCabe, if it was not at Steele's request. He responded that he recalled being 
concerned sometime between his August conversations with Handling Agent 1 and 
his later conversation with the TOC-East Section Chief that NYFO was not talking to 
FBI Headquarters about Steele's reports. Ohr stated that he wanted to meet with 
McCabe to ensure that McCabe knew about Steele's information and then McCabe 
could direct it to the right place within the FBI. We asked Ohr why the TOC-East 
Section Chief's October 13 email advising Ohr that counterintelligence agents were 
examining Steele's allegations did not alleviate his concern. He responded that he 
could not recall. 
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Ohr met with McCabe during the afternoon of October 18, 2016.419 Ohr told 
us that he recalled only meeting with McCabe once concerning Steele's information. 
McCabe's Special Counsel Lisa Page was also present. Ohr told us that he informed 
McCabe and Lisa Page about his background with Steele and the reporting Steele 
provided to him. He stated that he told them that Steele and Simpson were hired 
by a private party to provide opposition research, but said he could not recall 
whether he specifically mentioned the Clinton campaign. Ohr thought he also 
shared with them that Steele and Simpson were communicating with others and 
that their information was generated for a political client and not for the U.S. 
government. Although Ohr told us that he believed Steele and Simpson were 
communicating with the media, he said he could not recall whether he specifically 
mentioned that to McCabe and Lisa Page. 

Ohr said that he also told McCabe and Lisa Page that Nellie Ohr had worked 
for Fusion GPS (by the date of this meeting, Nellie Ohr was no longer working for 
Fusion GPS). He said he did so because the information he was providing to 
McCabe and Lisa Page came from Fusion GPS and Steele and that they needed to 
consider any possible bias. Ohr told us that this was "another reason [for the FBI] 
to be cautious" when assessing the information's credibility. According to Ohr, he 
understood from his meeting with McCabe and Lisa Page that he should contact the 
FBI if Steele contacted him again. Ohr stated that neither McCabe nor Lisa Page 
discussed the Crossfire Hurricane investigation with him during the meeting. 

McCabe told us that he recalled meeting with Ohr in fall 2016. He did not 
remember Ohr calling him to set up the meeting or how it came to be scheduled.420 

He said that the Crossfire Hurricane team previously told him that Ohr knew Steele 
and that it was not until the meeting that he better understood Ohr's connection to 
Steele. McCabe stated that he could not recall specific details from the meeting 
with Ohr, but believed that the October 18, 2016 notes by Lisa Page and Deputy 
Assistant Director (DAD) Peter Strzok (as detailed below) accurately captured the 
meeting's details. 

Lisa Page told us she attended the meeting, but did not recall Ohr conveying 
much substantive information. She stated that in general, Ohr told McCabe that 
Steele had information he wanted to provide to the FBI. Lisa Page's notes from the 
meeting show that Ohr discussed Steele, provided Steele's previous employment 
background, talked about issues concerning Russian Oligarch 1, and indicated that 
Simpson provided Ohr with names of intermediaries between the Kremlin and the 

• 19 Ohr testified on August 28, 2018, before the House Committees on the Judiciary and on 
Government Reform and Oversight. He told the committee members that he met with McCabe shortly 
after his July 30, 2016 meeting with Steele. Based on the documentary evidence, including Ohr's 
calendar entry and Lisa Page's handwritten notes, along with Ohr's testimony that he met with 
McCabe a single time, we believe that Ohr met with McCabe on October 18, 2016. We asked Ohr 
about the date of his meeting with McCabe in light of the documentary evidence. He told us that he 
did not recall exactly when he contacted McCabe. 

• 20 McCabe said that he and Ohr first met in 2003, when McCabe was assigned to NYFO's 
Eurasian Organized Crime Task Force and Ohr was Chief of OCRS. According to McCabe, the two 
spoke periodically between 2003 and 2016 regarding Russian Oligarch l. 
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Trump campaign. Lisa Page also wrote that Ohr met with Russian Oligarch 1 the 
previous year and "Need report?" 

We also reviewed Strzok's notes dated October 18 that detail information 
concerning Ohr. Strzok told us he believed either Lisa Page or McCabe provided the 
information to him. In addition to the information contained in Lisa Page's notes, 
Strzok's notes also stated: "Bruce's wife fluent Russian speaker," "Simpson hired 
Ohr's wife to find connections," and "She saw no connections [at] first." 
Additionally, we reviewed Assistant Director E.W. "Bill" Priestap's notes, which 
reflect an entry dated October 19 that states: "DOJ Bruce [Ohr]-Steele is 
providing reporting to a variety of people." Priestap told us that he did not recall 
who told him or how he learned this information. 

Steele and Ohr spoke on October 19 at Ohr's request. Ohr and Steele both 
told us that they could not recall what they spoke about, but Ohr claimed that he 
did not advise Steele or Simpson that he met with McCabe and Lisa Page. 

6. Ohr's November 2016 Communications with the FBI and 
State Department Regarding Steele 

As described in Chapter Six, Handling Agent 1 determined that Steele should 
be closed as a CHS on November 1, 2016, following the October 31 publication of 
the Mother Jones article.421 Handling Agent 1 told us that he spoke with Ohr that 
same day and recommended to Ohr that he read the article. According to Handling 
Agent 1, as a courtesy, he told Ohr that he was not engaging with Steele anymore, 
warned Ohr to be careful when dealing with Steele, and said that Steele could not 
be trusted. 

Ohr said that he did not recall whether Handling Agent 1 informed him that 
Steele was closed as a CHS during the November 1 telephone call, but remembered 
Handling Agent 1 telling him that he would no longer be working with Steele 
because Steele spoke to the press. Ohr told the OIG that he was not surprised that 
Steele talked to the press because he knew that Steele and Simpson were collecting 
the information for political purposes and that they had previously talked to others 
about it. According to Ohr, his understanding was that Steele was not collecting 
the information for the U.S. government, so he was not functioning as an FBI 
source. 

Handling Agent 1 met with Ohr 1 week later in Washington, D.C. According 
to Handling Agent 1, Ohr apologized for introducing him to Steele and said that he 
had not realized the impact of the Mother Jones article.422 Ohr told us that he 

421 Handling Agent 1 told us that he informed Steele on November 1, 2016, that it was 
unlikely the FBI would continue a relationship with him and that Steele must cease collecting 
information for the FBI. Handling Agent 1 completed a Source Closing Communication document on 
November 17, 2016, stating that Steele had been closed for cause on November 1, 2016. 

422 Handling Agent 1 told us that Ohr also commented to him at this meeting that Nellie Ohr 
worked at Fusion GPS. Handling Agent 1 stated he never met Nellie Ohr and did not learn her name 
until the media publicized the Ohrs' involvement. 
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recalled meeting Handling Agent 1 and discussing the FBI's closure of Steele as a 
CHS. He also said that Handling Agent 1 told him that the FBI wanted to interview 
Ohr about his contacts with Steele.423 

On the morning of November 21, 2016, at the State Department's request, 
Ohr met with Deputy Assistant Secretary Kathleen Kavalec and several other senior 
State Department officials regarding State Department efforts to investigate 
Russian influence in foreign elections and how the Department of Justice might 
assist those efforts. During a break in this meeting, Ohr and Kavalec discussed 
together Kavalec's interactions with Steele. Ohr told us that he could not recall 
how he discovered that Kavalec knew Steele or how he and Kavalec began 
discussing Steele. Ohr also stated that he recalled meeting with Kavalec on more 
than one occasion because Ohr was interested in obtaining relevant information 
about Steele from Kava!ec so that he could share it with the FBI's Crossfire 
Hurricane team.424 We asked Ohr if he provided Kavalec with any of the 
information Steele or Simpson shared with him during these conversations. He said 
that he could not recall. 

Kavalec told us that she could not recall the specifics of her conversations 
with Ohr regarding Steele. She stated that, just before or after the November 21, 
2016 meeting, she asked Ohr if he knew Steele. Kavalec said that she generally 
shared with Ohr the information that Steele had provided, and she said Ohr 
appeared to be aware of it already. She told us that Ohr responded that Steele's 
information was "kind of crazy ... kind of wild ... quite a tale." She told us that she 
provided this information to Ohr believing that he would pass it along to whoever 
needed it. Kavalec said that she did not specifically ask Ohr to do anything with the 
information and did not expect to receive any feedback from Ohr. 

Later on November 21, 2016, in a meeting previously arranged by Lisa Page 
at Strzok's request, Ohr met with Lisa Page, Strzok, SSA 1, the Office of the 
General Counsel (OGC) Unit Chief, and the Chief of the Counterintelligence 
Division's (CD) Counterintelligence Analysis Section I (Intel Section Chief). Strzok, 
the OGC Unit Chief, SSA 1, and the Intel Section Chief told us the purpose of the 
meeting was to better understand Steele's background and reliability as a source 
and to identify his source network. 

Notes taken by meeting participants indicate that Ohr shared the following 
information: 

• Ohr thought Steele had "great expertise" concerning Russia; 

423 Ohr is mentioned in Strzok's notes in connection with a November 9, 2016 Crossfire 
Hurricane team meeting, but Strzok could not tell us what his handwritten notes said, nor could he 
recall the conversation. 

424 Ohr stated that obtaining information from Kavalec was not part of his Department 
responsibilities, and even though he had previously provided her name to individuals who were part of 
the Crossfire Hurricane team, he actively sought information from her because he thought it could be 
important to whatever investigation the FBI was conducting about Russian interference in the 2016 
U.S. elections. 
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• Steele wrote well-sourced reports using a variety of sub-sources that 
he wrote for other purposes and shared with the FBI; 

• Steele had participated in past efforts to connect Ohr to Russian 
oligarchs through intermediaries; 

• Simpson hired Steele to research Trump and hired Nellie Ohr to 
perform open source research on Trump; 

• Ohr met with Simpson in August 2016 and Simpson provided Ohr with 
the names of three "potential conduits" of information between Russia 
and the Trump campaign;42s 

• Steele's reporting was shared by Simpson with "a lot of people" 
including the Clinton campaign and the Department of State;426 

• Steele was "desperate" that Trump not be elected, but was providing 
reports for ideological reasons, specifically that "Russia [was] bad;"427 

and 

• Reporting of Kremlin activities "may be exaggerated or conspiracy 
theory talk," so Steele cannot know whether all the reporting is true. 

According to Ohr, he asked the FBI personnel whether there was a 
prosecutor assigned to their investigation and was told "no." He also said that no 
one at the meeting told him about the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, but that he 
was advised that the FBI was "pushing ahead" on a Manafort case. 

SSA 1 memorialized the meeting with Ohr in an FD-302, which largely 
mirrored the attendees' notes, but also provided additional details.428 SSA 1 
documented in the FD-302 that Ohr told the FBI that: 

• Steele was "desperate that Donald Trump not get elected and was 
passionate about him not being the U.S. President;" 

• "Ohr never believed Steele was making up information or shading it;" 

• "Simpson and Steele could have met with [Yahoo] or [Yahoo News 
reporter] jointly, but Ohr [did] not know if they did;" and 

425 See Section II.A.2 of this chapter regarding the individuals mentioned by Simpson. At the 
November 21 meeting, Ohr provided SSA 1 with a copy of his notes containing these three names and 
a short summary of their alleged roles. 

426 Strzok and SSA 1's notes specifically mention then State Department Assistant Secretary 
Victoria Nuland and then Special Assistant to the Special Envoy to Libya, Jonathan Winer. 

4• 7 When we interviewed Steele, he told us that he did not state that he was "desperate" that 
Trump not be elected and thought Ohr might have been paraphrasing his sentiments. Steele told us 
that based on what he learned during his research he was concerned that Trump was a national 
security risk and he had no particular animus against Trump otherwise. 

428 SSA 1 told us that the FD-302 documenting the meeting with Ohr was incorrectly dated as 
having occurred on November 22, 2016, instead of November 21, 2016. 
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• Ohr "knew" that Simpson was "hired by a lawyer who does opposition 
research" and that Steele's reporting was being distributed to "the 
Clinton Campaign, Jon Winer at the U.S. State Department and the 
FBI. "429 

The FD-302 also documented that Ohr provided the FBI with copies of the notes he 
took about the meetings with Steele on July 30, 2016, and in late September 2016. 
The FBI did not insert this FD-302 into Steele's closed CHS file.430 

SSA 1 told us that no one in the meeting directed Ohr to contact Steele or 
take any action on behalf of the FBI, but added that Ohr likely left the meeting with 
the impression that he should contact the FBI if Steele contacted him. When asked 
if the FBI provided him any guidance on what to do if Steele contacted him, Ohr 
stated that "the general instruction was to let them know ... when I got information 
from Steele," though he could not recall who told him this or whether he was told 
this at the October 18 or November 21 meeting. Ohr told us that SSA 1 became his 
initial FBI point of contact when Ohr sought to provide more of Steele's information 
to the FBI. 

7. Ohr's December 2016 Meetings with the FBI and Simpson 

On December 5, 2016, Ohr had a follow-up interview with SSA 1 concerning 
his contacts with Steele and Simpson. During the interview, Ohr told SSA 1 that 
Simpson directed Steele to speak to the press, which was part of what Simpson 
was paying Steele to do, but that Ohr did not know whether speaking with Mother 
Jones was Simpson's idea or not. Additionally, according to the FD-302, Ohr gave 
SSA 1 a document that Nellie Ohr had created, titled "Manafort Chronology" and 
told SSA 1 that he would provide the FBI with additional research compiled by 
Nellie Ohr while working for Fusion GPS. 

Ohr told us that he did not recall when or why Nellie Ohr provided him with 
the Manafort Chronology, but pointed to the July 2016 breakfast with Steele as a 
possible reason she provided it to him. Nellie Ohr told us that she offered Ohr her 
Fusion GPS research at the end of September 20161 which included the Manafort 
Chronology, in an effort to supplement what she believed Ohr would tell the FBI 
after the July 30 meeting with Steele.431 

On December 7, 2016, Ohr convened an interagency meeting (including 
representatives from the FBI) regarding strategy in dealing with Russian Oligarch 1. 
One of Ohr's junior Department colleagues who attended the meeting told us that, 
after the meeting, she talked with Ohr about why the U.S. government would 
support trying to work with Russian Oligarch 1. Ohr's colleague said that Ohr told 
her that Steele provided information that the Trump campaign had been corrupted 

4 i 9 The FD-302 also stated that Ohr knew "Simpson and others" were talking to Victoria 
Nuland at the State Department, but did not provide any details. 

43o The FBI drafted a total of 13 FD-302s documenting its meetings with Ohr. None of the 
FD-302s were added to Steele's closed CHS file. 

431 As discussed above, Nellie Ohr stopped working for Fusion GPS in September 2016. 
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by the Russians. The colleague told us that she asked Ohr if the allegations went 
"all the way to the President'' and that Ohr responded "yes." She told us that Ohr 
said to her that this information was "the basis for the [Russian Oligarch 1] 
discussion." Ohr told us he recalled telling his colleague generally about the 
information he received from Steele, but said he could not recall when he told her 
or what prompted him to do so. 

According to Ohr's telephone log, Ohr called Simpson on December 8 and 
arranged a time to meet, but Ohr told us he could not recall why he contacted 
Simpson. Ohr said that he met with Simpson on December 10, 2016, and that 
Simpson gave him a thumb drive. Ohr stated that Simpson did not tell him what 
was on the thumb drive and that Ohr did not ask him, but that Ohr believed it 
contained Steele's election reports.432 In testimony to the House Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, Simpson stated that Ohr requested that he provide 
information regarding Steele's election reporting.433 

Ohr stated, and his contemporaneous notes reflect, that Simpson told him 
during the meeting that Trump's attorney, Michael Cohen, was an intermediary 
between the Russian government and the Trump campaign and had replaced 
Manafort and Carter Page as intermediaries. According to Ohr's notes, during the 
meeting Simpson referenced several other alleged links between the Trump 
campaign and the Russian government. Ohr's notes show that Simpson told Ohr 
that Simpson "still thinks (Person 1] is a key figure connecting Trump to Russia." 
Additionally, Oh r's notes reflect that Simpson told Ohr that it was Simpson who 
asked Steele to speak with the Mother Jones reporter as a "Hail Mary attempt." 

On December 11, 2016, Simpson forwarded an article to a personal email 
account shared by Ohr and his wife (which Nellie Ohr forwarded to Ohr's 
Department email account) about a Russian senator's possible support of Trump. 
The next day, December 12, Simpson wrote another email, this time requesting to 
speak with Ohr on the telephone. According to Ohr's telephone log, he spoke with 
Simpson that same day, but Ohr could not recall what he and Simpson discussed. 

Also on December 12, Ohr met with SSA 1 and told SSA 1 that Simpson had 
explained to Ohr that It was Simpson who asked Steele to speak with the Mother 
Jones reporter as a "Hail Mary attempt" to stop Trump from being elected. Ohr also 
gave SSA 1 the thumb drive that he had received from Simpson during their 
December 10 meeting. 

On December 20, 2016, Ohr provided SSA 1 with another thumb drive, this 
one containing open source research that Nellie Ohr had produced for Fusion GPS. 

432 As mentioned in Chapter Six, the thumb drive included 15 election reports and 1 additional 
document. The FBI had previously received 9 of the 15 election reports from Steele and 4 additional 
election reports from the Mother Jones reporter through then FBI General Counsel James 6aker. Two 
election reports were new to the FBI, but the FBI also received those two reports at about the same 
time from then Senator McCain through then Director James Comey. The FBI only received one 
additional document from the thumb drtve Ohr provided to the FBI. 

433 HPSCI Interview of Glenn Simpson, at 78. 

282 



10741

459 

Nellie Ohr stated that after the July 30, 2016 brunch, she understood that Ohr was 
going to talk to the FBI "on request of Steele" and so she provided her work 
product to her husband at the end of September 2016 as she finished working for 
Fusion GPS. Ohr told us he could not recall when Nellie Ohr provided him with her 
research. According to Nellie Ohr, she removed the Fusion GPS headers from her 
research because she had not asked Simpson for permission to provide the reports 
to the FBI and wanted the reports to stand on their own merit. 

B. Ohr's Continued Contacts with Steele and Simpson from 
January to November 2017 

In 2017, Ohr's written communications with Steele transitioned from emails 
using Ohr's Department email account to communications using an encrypted 
electronic messaging forum. Ohr provided the OIG with a transcript of his 
encrypted electronic communications with Steele, dating from January 25 to 
November 27, 2017, and his notes from their conversations. These documents 
indicate that Ohr and Steele communicated multiple times in 2017 and that Ohr 
typically informed the FBI of those communications shortly thereafter. The FBI's 
interviews with Ohr between January and mid-May 2017 were summarized in nine 
FD-302s, which we discuss below.434 

During this timeframe, Ohr's FBI point of contact changed. As described in 
Chapter Three, SSA 1 rotated off the Crossfire Hurricane team in January 2017, and 
SSA 3 became Ohr's FBI point of contact until April 2017. From approximately May 
to June 2017, SSA 4 became Ohr's third point of contact. An agent from the 
Special Counsel's Office became Ohr's final point of contact through November 
2017. 

In January 2017, Steele expressed concerns to Ohr that the media would 
identify, and therefore endanger, his employee and the employee's sub-sources. 
Ohr conveyed Steele's concerns to SSA 3 and SSA 4 several times in the early 
months of 2017 .435 Steele told us that it was clear to him that Ohr was a conduit to 
the FBI. He said that Ohr told him that he had talked to the FBI about his concern 
for his sources' safety, and the FBI had offered to help. 

At the end of January 2017 and aware that President Trump had removed 
Acting Attorney General Sally Yates, Steele asked Ohr for an FBI contact if Ohr 
were to leave the Department. Ohr provided Steele's concerns to the FBI and, on 
February 6, 2017, SSA 3 and Case Agent 8 requested Ohr to ask Steele if he would 
be willing to talk to the FBI again. 

On February 14, 2017, Ohr shared with SSA 3 and Case Agent 8 information 
on topics Steele was working on for different clients, unrelated to Russia or 

434 In addition to the information summarized in this section, Ohr also provided information to 
the FBI from Steele and other individuals on unrelated matters. 

435 Ohr stated that by the end of January 2017, Steele knew that Ohr was talking with the FBI 

because he informed Steele that the FBI could protect Steele's employee, 
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Crossfire Hurricane.436 Ohr also informed the agents that he did not speak to 
Steele about re-engaging directly with the FBI. Ohr told us that the FBI's offers to 
talk with Steele in early 2017 were for the purpose of assisting with an emergency 
with Steele's sub-sources, but when the danger to the sub-sources passed, the 
need to re-engage disappeared. 

On May 8, 2017, Ohr told SSA 4 and Case Agent 5 that Steele was willing to 
work with the FBI again. Ohr said that Steele had independently raised with Ohr 
the subject of re-engaging with the FBI. On May 12, 2017, SSA 4 requested that 
Ohr ask Steele if he was willing to meet with FBI agents in Europe. According to 
Ohr, he contacted Steele, who agreed to talk with the FBI agents on May 15, 2017. 
This meeting did not take place, and, as discussed in Chapter Six, the FBI did not 
have contact with Steele until September 2017 when he was interviewed by agents 
assigned to the Special Counsel's Office. Ohr told us he continued to communicate 
with Steele through the end of November 2017 and provided the details of those 
communications to the FBI, which primarily focused on Steele's interest in being 
interviewed by the Special Counsel. However, the FBI did not memorialize any 
meetings its agents had with Ohr after the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was 
transferred to the Special Counsel's Office in May 2017. Ohr told us that Steele 
stopped contacting him after Ohr's name appeared in news articles at the end of 
2017. 

C. Ohr's Lack of Notification to ODAG, NSD, and Others Regarding 
His Contacts with Steele, Simpson, and the FBI 

Ohr stated that it was both his "duty as a citizen" and a Department 
employee to provide Steele's and Simpson's allegations concerning Russian 
connections to the Trump campaign to the FBI. Ohr did not inform his supervisors 
or political leadership In ODAG that he was meeting with Steele, Simpson, or the 
FBI, and did not seek any ethics advice regarding these activities in light of his 
wife's employment with Fusion GPS from October 2015 to September 2016. 

Ohr told us that while he had the opportunities to do so, he did not advise 
ODAG's political leadership of his interactions with Steele and Simpson, or of the 
information they provided and that he shared with the FBI, because he viewed the 
information as "raw" and "unfinished" Russian source information that the FBI 
needed to evaluate. Asked whether he instead considered informing a career 
employee within ODAG of the information, Ohr responded, "I think if I told another 
ODAG person, then they might have said, well we just got to tell the DAG." Asked 
whether a factor in his reluctance to tell then DAG Yates was because she may have 
told him to stop speaking with Steele, Ohr responded, "It may have been, yeah .... " 

436 Ohr said that he understood Steele was "angling# for Ohr to assist him with his clients' 
issues. For example, Ohr stated that Steele was hoping that Ohr would intercede on his behalf with 
the Department attorney handling a matter involving a European company. Ohr denied providing any 
assistance to Steele in this regard, and we found no evidence that he did. The Department attorney 
handling the matter involving the European company told us that Ohr never spoke with her about the 
matter. Steele told us that he asked Ohr about the Department attorney involved in the case because 
he was considering contacting the attorney about an issue involving his client. 
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He further stated that he did not want to stop talking to Steele because he was 

alarmed by the information he was receiving and believed he needed to get it to the 
FBI. 

Ohr told Swartz about his meetings with Steele and Simpson and the 
information they had provided. Ohr told us that it was possible that he also told 
then Counsel to the Criminal Division Assistant Attorney General, Zainab Ahmad, 437 

and Chief of the Fraud Section, Andrew Weissmann, about his meetings with Steele, 

Simpson, and McCabe. When asked why he thought he may have told these 
Department employees as opposed to individuals in ODAG, Ohr stated he wanted 
"to get the information to career people ... to evaluate it and figure out what to do." 

Weissmann told us that Ohr told him "nothing" about the allegations Ohr 
received from Steele. Ahmad told us that Ohr did not provide her with detailed 
information about what Ohr was hearing from Steele and that Ohr only alluded to 
the fact that Steele had derogatory information about President-elect Trump. 

Former members of ODAG leadership told us they were unaware of Ohr's 
communications with Steele, Simpson, and the FBI at the time those 
communications were occurring. Former DAG Yates told the OIG that she was 
"stunned" to learn through media reports in late 2017 that Ohr had engaged in 
these activities without telling her, and that she would have expected Ohr to inform 
her about his communications with Steele because they were outside of his area of 

responsibility and involved the Russia investigation. Yates added that she "would 

have hoped that (Ohr and the FBI] would have both told me" of Ohr's meetings 
with Steele and the FBI. She further stated that Ohr's activities needed to be 
coordinated with the overall Crossfire Hurricane investigation, which included 
ensuring that the chain of command at both the Department and FBI were jointly 

deciding what actions, if any, Ohr might take relating to the Russian interference 
investigation. 

Yates told us that had she learned of Ohr's activities as they were occurring, 

she would have ensured that all Department and FBI personnel involved in the 
investigation were informed and consulted. Specifically with respect to Ohr's 
October 18, 2016 meeting with McCabe, Yates told us she expected Ohr to inform 

her of any meeting with someone at McCabe's level, regardless of the subject 
matter, but especially about something "outside of [Ohr's] area" of responsibility. 

Then Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General Matthew Axelrod similarly 

told us that he would have expected to know about Ohr's activities, communicating 

with Steele and providing information to the FBI, because these were not 
responsibilities assigned to Ohr and his activities related to a "sensitive" matter. 
Axelrod said that if had he learned of Ohr's activities as they were occurring, he 
would have asked questions and sought to determine whether the FBI could stop 
receiving Steele's information through Ohr. Axelrod told us that he thought ODAG 
would have been uncomfortable with Ohr continuing to provide Steele's information 

437 Ahmad was an Acting Deputy Assistant Attorney General in the Criminal Division from 

January to April 2017. 
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to the FBI. Then Associate Deputy Attorney General Scott Schools, who was the 
highest-ranking career official in the Department, and ODAG's ethics advisor, stated 
that the FBI had a responsibility to fully report Ohr's involvement to the 
Department's National Security Division (NSD) and that Ohr had a duty to report 
his involvement to ODAG's managers. 

Dana Boente, who became Acting DAG when Yates was removed from the 
position on January 30, 2017, told us that he was "really surprised" when he 
learned that Ohr had multiple conversations with Steele, particularly because Ohr 
had been a prosecutor and knew that an attorney should never talk to a potential 
witness without an agent being present. Boente stated that if he had learned about 
Ohr's contacts with Steele while he was Acting DAG, he may have allowed Ohr to 
meet with Steele for the limited purpose of putting Steele in direct contact with an 
FBI agent. 

Ohr also told the OIG that he did not approach anyone in NSD because he 
talked to Swartz, who once oversaw counterintelligence cases for the Department, 
and thought Swartz was in contact with NSD concerning "Russia stuff."438 Ohr also 
said that he did not know whether Swartz passed any of the information to NSD. 
Ohr said that, in hindsight, he thought he should have told people in ODAG and 
NSD about his communications with Steele and Simpson so that they could deal 
with the issues presented and so that Ohr could have guidance about how to 
proceed when communicating with Steele or Simpson. Swartz told us that he had 
no recollection of Ohr asking him to do anything with Steele's information. Swartz 
further stated that he did not think he informed anyone in NSD about Steele's 
information. 

III. The FBI's Understanding of Its Relationship and Communications 
with Ohr 

In this section, we describe the Crossfire Hurricane team's and FBI 
leadership's knowledge and understanding of Ohr's activities with Steele, and the 
information Ohr provided to the FBI. 

A. The Crossfire Hurricane Team's Understanding of Ohr's 
Activities Related to the Investigation 

As described earlier in this chapter, Ohr met with FBI agents 13 times 
between November 21, 2016 and May 15, 2017, to discuss his contacts with Steele 
and Simpson. At two of these meetings, in December 2016 after Nellie Ohr had left 
Fusion GPS, Ohr provided the FBI with open source research Nellie Ohr compiled 
while employed by Fusion GPS. All 13 meetings between Ohr and the FBI were 
memorialized in FBI FD-302s and, except for the first meeting, each meeting was 
held at Ohr's request. Ohr told us that, other than the FBI's request to inquire 
about Steele's interest in talking with the FBI again, Ohr did not recall the FBI 

438 Swartz's responsibility for overseeing counterintelligence cases for the Department ended 
when NSD was created in 2006, but he continues to advise NSD's leadership on international matters. 
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asking him to take any action regarding Steele or Simpson. However, Ohr also 
stated that "the general instruction was to let [the FBI] know ... when I got 
information from Steele." 

The FBI personnel we interviewed generally told us that Ohr did not make 
any requests of the FBI, nor did he inquire about any ongoing cases or make any 
recommendations about potential investigative steps. None of the FBI witnesses 
we interviewed recalled anyone tasking Ohr to gather information from Steele or to 
act as an intermediary between the FBI and Steele. 

However, SSA 1, the first FBI supervisory agent to meet with Ohr in 
November 2016, told us that after their meetings, Ohr likely knew that the FBI was 
seeking information regarding Russian interference in the 2016 elections and would 
subsequently inform SSA 1 about anything relevant he learned from Nellie Ohr, 
Steele, Simpson, or elsewhere. SSA 1 stated that he was in "receive mode" with 
respect to Ohr's information and was trying to glean from it as much as he could 
about Steele's source network. He also said that Ohr was well~versed in Russian 
organized crime and that, in SSA l's view, Ohr's motives for coming to the FBI 
were "pure." 

Case Agent 1, the lead agent on the Carter Page investigation, told us he 
recalled learning about Ohr from SSA 1, likely before the first Carter Page FISA 
application was filed on October 21, 2016. Case Agent 1 recalled that contacting 
Ohr was one of many things on the Crossfire Hurricane team's "to do" list in fall 
2016, but it was not as urgent as some of the others. He further stated that the 
team viewed Ohr as another "stream of reporting" with potentially new information 
on Steele's election reports. Case Agent 1 told us that ultimately he did not think 
that Ohr's information presented anything new and said it did not impact the FBI's 
work on the Carter Page investigation. He also said that once Steele was closed as 
a CHS, Case Agent 1 did not believe there were any issues with Ohr being a 
"conduit" to Steele, but the team never discussed specifically tasking Ohr. Case 
Agent 1 told us that he thought it was "a patriotic thing" for Ohr to provide 
information to the FBI. Case Agent 1 also stated that Nellie Ohr's former 
employment with Fusion GPS did not cause him any concern in November and 
December 2016 because the team was still trying to understand Fusion GPS's role, 
and the team trusted that Ohr was a professional, career Department official. 

SSA 3, one of the supervisory agents who replaced SSA 1, stated that in 
January 2017, SSA 1 briefed him on the case during their changeover and identified 
Ohr only as a "DOJ official" and Nellie Ohr as working for Fusion GPS. He recalled 
SSA 1 informing him that Ohr provided a version of Steele's election reports to the 
FBI. SSA 3 also told us that Ohr forwarded other information to the team regarding 
Russian oligarchs and other issues unrelated to the Crossfire Hurricane 
Investigation. SSA 3 stated that he received the information but took no action and 
did not provide feedback to Ohr because he did not want Ohr to perceive anything 
as a tasking or discern the focus of the investigation. SSA 3 also stated that he did 
not task Ohr because of the appearance of using Ohr to obtain information from a 
closed source. According to SSA 3, he had two main concerns: 1) Ohr's and Nellie 
Ohr's connections to Steele and Fusion GPS, the latter of which appeared to have 
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political connections, and 2) the FBI's continual contact with Steele through Ohr 
about such a sensitive matter, particularly because such contact with a closed 
source was "out of the norm." He told us that the members of his team shared 
these concerns, and he expressed them to his supervisor, DAD Jennifer Boone. 
SSA 3 stated that each time Ohr asked to meet with him, he consulted Boone and 
was directed to attend the meeting. He told us he fully informed Boone about the 
information Ohr provided after each Interview and provided her with the FD· 
302S.439 SSA 3 stated that it was his understanding that Boone would then 
determine what information to share at the executive level meetings. 

SSA 4, who became the third SSA to meet with Ohr after SSA 3 rotated off 
the investigation in May 2017, said that SSA 3 told him that Ohr would come in and 
talk about "stuff" related to Steele and the agents would listen to Ohr's information, 
but that they did not consider the information important. According to SSA 4, SSA 
3 stated that Ohr was "just some [person] you [had] to talk to when [he] call[ed]." 
SSA 4 was working from the FBI's Washington Field Office (WFO) and said that he 
provided updates regarding his communications with Ohr through WFO's chain of 
command to FBI Headquarters. SSA 4 also said he updated SSA 2 at FBI 
Headquarters.440 SSA 2 told us he talked with SSA 4 about it being a "bad idea" to 
continue engaging with Ohr regarding his contacts with Steele. SSA 2 also said 
that by May 2017 he was "completely tired" of dealing with Ohr as an intermediary 
and thought the team should cease doing so. 

The Supervisory Intelligence Analyst (Supervisory Intel Analyst) who was 
assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation from its opening in July 2016 and 
participated in an interview with Ohr in January 2017, told the OIG that the 
Crossfire Hurricane team was initially receptive to Ohr's information and cited the 
Simpson thumb drive containing some of Steele's reports the FBI did not already 
possess as an example of useful information from Ohr. However, the Supervisory 
Intel Analyst also said that when Ohr began relaying Steele's concerns about the 
sub-sources and talking about topics unrelated to Crossfire Hurricane, he believed 
that Ohr was "acting or trying to act more as a conduit." 

B. FBI Management's Knowledge of Ohr's Activities 

Strzok told the OIG that he did not know whether Ohr continued to meet with 
Steele after Steele was closed. Strzok said that, if Ohr had continued to meet with 
Steele, he hoped Ohr would not have talked about anything work related. Strzok 
also said that he did not recall having any indication or concern that Ohr was 
meeting with Steele and did not recall anyone having such concerns. However, 
Strzok's handwritten notes indicate that he received updates from SSA 1 and others 
on December 12, 2016, December 20, 2016, December 22, 2016, and January 23, 

439 SSA 3's notes also reflect he briefed Boone and several others regarding Ohr or the 
information Ohr provided. 

440 As mentioned in Chapter Seven, SSA 2 was the Headquarters Program Manager assigned 
to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation and the affiant for the three Carter Page FISA renewal 
applications. 
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2017, regarding Ohr's ongoing communications with Steele and Simpson about 
Steele's election reporting and Steele's concerns about his sub-sources. 

In January 2017, Boone and the new team of agents assigned to Crossfire 
Hurricane assumed responsibility for communicating with Ohr. Boone stated that 
she knew SSA 3 had spoken with Ohr regarding his contacts with Steele and was 
documenting the communications in FD-302s, but she did not recall receiving or 
reviewing them, but said it was possible that she did. She told us that she recalled 
advising Priestap about the team's contacts with Ohr and the information they 
received from him, including how to respond to Steele's interest in re-establishing 
contact with the FBI. Priestap told us that Boone may have briefed him on the 
team's interviews of Ohr, but he did not remember her doing so.441 

Priestap told us he knew that the Crossfire Hurricane team met with Ohr, but 
was unaware of how often the meetings occurred and did not know the full extent 
of Ohr's involvement with Steele until mid-to-late 2017. Priestap stated that the 
FBI's engagement with Ohr to learn what Steele had shared with Ohr was 
potentially useful in understanding Steele and verifying his reporting. Priestap said 
that he believed Ohr was not a "major factor" in the investigation, but instead saw 
Ohr as a liaison due to his relationship with Steele. 

Priestap said he told the team to document what they learned from Ohr to 
compare it to the other information gathered. Priestap said he was surprised to 
later learn that the FBI treated Ohr more like a witness or a source. Priestap also 
stated that he was not told about Ohr's meetings with Simpson, Nellie Ohr's 
employment with Fusion GPS, or that Ohr provided Simpson's and Nellie Ohr's 
thumb drives to the FBI-information that was provided by Ohr to the FBI between 
November 21 and December 20, 2016. He told us that he did not inform Corney or 
McCabe about Ohr's involvement in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, because 
he was unaware of the full extent of it. 

Priestap stated that knowing the full extent of Ohr's activities would have 
raised "red flags" for him because the situation would have been different than Ohr 
merely having a pre-existing relationship with Steele. He told us that had he been 
fully aware of the extent of Ohr's activities, he would have inquired about Ohr's 
motivations and involvement with Steele, Simpson, and the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. 

General Counsel Baker stated that he understood from Crossfire Hurricane 
leadership briefings he attended in fall 2016 that Ohr had a pre-existing relationship 
with Steele and that Steele may have had conversations with Ohr about Steele's 
election reporting. He told us that he did not understand Ohr to be acting as a 
conduit between Steele and the FBI at this time. According to Baker, he was 
concerned that if the FBI took an action with which Steele disagreed, Steele would 

441 We reviewed notes taken by a Counterintelligence Division DAD. Her notes from January 
23, 2017, contain a reference to Ohr's interview that day and specific information provided by Ohr 
concerning Steele's sub-sources. Although the notes do not list the attendees of this meeting, they 
appear to be from a Crossfire Hurricane update meeting. 
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complain to Ohr, whom Baker viewed as being a prominent Department official. He 
explained that if Steele complained, Ohr would feel compelled to intervene on 
Steele's behalf. 

Baker told us that he obtained more information regarding Ohr's interactions 
with Steele during a Crossfire Hurricane leadership meeting with Corney and 
McCabe in spring 2017. He stated that he did not recall Ohr being critical of how 
the FBI was handling Steele, but that Ohr had become involved to a greater degree 
than he had in the past. Baker told us that he learned that Ohr was providing to 
the FBI information that Ohr had received from Steele, and it was Baker's view that 
"this [was] not good." He said that he could not recafl who was discussing this, but 
he believed it was McCabe and maybe Priestap and then Executive Assistant 
Director Michael Steinbach.442 He also stated that he thought it was "imprudent" to 
have Ohr involved and "a bit of a mess," but that he believed that McCabe, 
Steinbach, and Priestap were "on top of it." Baker told us he "may have 
mentioned" the issue to OGC Principal Deputy General Counsel Trisha Anderson, 
and asked her to look into it. Anderson told us that she had limited 
contemporaneous knowledge about Ohr's interactions with Steele and the FBI. In 
particular, she told us that she did not know at the time that Ohr had repeatedly 
provided information from Steele to the investigative team or that Ohr's interviews 
with the FBI were documented in FD-302s. McCabe told us he did not recall the 
discussion Baker described. 

We asked Baker if he had concerns about Ohr receiving information from 
Steele. He told us that Ohr was "arguably a source," and the situation needed to 
be handled carefully to protect Ohr and the Department. Baker further stated that 
accepting information from a closed source through Ohr was "not the right way to 
run a railroad" and either the FBI needed to reopen Steele or tell Ohr to stop taking 
information from him. According to Baker, the decision about whether to utilize 
Ohr, a senior Department official, as an ongoing, frequent conduit with Steele was 
not a decision for the investigative team to make, but for the Director. He also said 
the FBI's use of Ohr in this fashion should have been shared with the Department, 
but he did not reca!I anyone doing so. 

McCabe told us that he knew Ohr was meeting with the investigative team 
concerning his contacts with Steele, but did not know how often the team met with 
Ohr until it was reported in the news media. He said he did not recall knowing that 
Ohr provided the investigative team with a thumb drive from Simpson or from Nellie 
Ohr. McCabe told us that Ohr was doing the "responsible thing" by informing the 
investigative team about his conversations with Steele and that he did not tell the 
Department about Ohr's involvement because he viewed doing so as Ohr's 
responsibility. Lisa Page stated that she met with Ohr twice in fall 2016 and had no 
knowledge of Ohr providing information from Steele and Simpson to the FBI. 

Corney told us he had no knowledge of Ohr's communications with members 
of the Crossfire Hurricane investigative team and only discovered Ohr's association 

442 Steinbach told us he did not recall ever knowing about Ohr's involvement with Steele. 
Steinbach retired from the FBI on February 24, 2017. 
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with Steele and the Crossfire Hurricane investigation when the media reported on 
it. However, notes taken by Strzok during a November 23, 2016 Crossfire 
Hurricane update meeting attended by Corney, McCabe, Baker, Lisa Page, 
Anderson, the OGC Unit Chief, the FBI Chief of Staff, and Priestap, reference a 
discussion at the meeting concerning "strategy for engagement (with Handling 
Agent 1] and Ohr" regarding Steele's reporting. Strzok stated that, based on his 
notes, he believed he informed FBI leadership that Ohr approached the FBI 
concerning his relationship with Steele and that Ohr relayed Steele's information 
regarding Russia to the team. Although the OGC Unit Chief could not recall when it 
occurred, she recalled discussing with executive leadership that the FBI should not 
use Ohr to direct Steele's actions. Because Strzok's notes of the meeting were 
classified at the time we interviewed Corney, and Corney chose not to have his 
security clearances reinstated for his OIG interview, we were unable to show him 
the notes and ask about the reference in them to Steele and Ohr. 

IV. Ohr's Activities Relating to the Criminal Division's Manafort 
Investigation 

In addition to Ohr's interactions with the FBI and Steele in connection with 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, Ohr also participated in discussions about a 
separate money laundering investigation of Paul Manafort that was then being led 
by prosecutors from the Money laundering and Asset Recovery Section (MLARS), 
which is located in the Criminal Division at the Department's headquarters. That 
criminal investigation was opened by the FBI's Criminal Investigation Division in 
January 2016, approximately 2 months before Manafort joined the Trump campaign 
as an advisor, and concerned allegations that Manafort had engaged in money 
laundering and tax evasion while acting as a political consultant to members of the 
Ukrainian government and Ukrainian politicians. 

Shortly after the 2016 elections, Ohr participated in several meetings with 
three senior attorneys from the Department's Criminal Division during which they 
discussed ways to move the Mana fort investigation forward more quickly. Ohr and 
the three senior Criminal Division attorneys were not assigned to the MLARS 
Manafort investigation and did not advise MLARS or anyone in their respective chain 
of command of their discussions. In this section, we describe these meetings 
regarding the MLARS money laundering case. 

A. November 2016 to December 2016 

Between November 16, 2016 and December 15, 2016, Ohr attended four 
meetings to discuss the MLARS investigation. These meetings were attended, at 
various times, by some or all of the following individuals: Bruce Swartz, Criminal 
Division Deputy Assistant Attorney General (Deputy AAG); Zainab Ahmad, then 
Counsel to the Criminal Division's Assistant Attorney General; Andrew Weissmann, 
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then Section Chief of the Criminal Division's Fraud Section; Strzok; and Lisa Page. 
MLARS was not represented at any of these meetings or told about them.443 

The meetings involving Ohr, Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann focused on 
their shared concern that MLARS was not moving quickly enough on the Manafort 
investigation and whether there were steps they could take to move the 
investigation forward. The meetings with Strzok and Page focused primarily on 
whether the FBI was aware of the Manafort Investigation so that it could assess the 
case's relevance, if any, to the FBI's Russian interference investigation. 

Then Section Chief of MLARS, Kendall Day, told us that Ohr, Ahmad, and 
Weissmann did not have any role in the MLARS Manafort investigation. Day told us 
that Swartz provided assistance to the investigation because it involved gathering 
foreign evidence and working with foreign governments, but that his assistance was 
limited to consulting on those specific issues. According to Swartz, he had a long 
standing interest in the investigation and prosecution of Manafort, dating to at least 
2014, and it was therefore appropriate for him to "strategize" with others about 
how best to move the MLARS Manafort investigation forward. However, Day and 
Swartz told us that Swartz could not direct the manner in which such investigations 
progressed. Swartz also told us that as the Deputy AAG responsible for, among 
other things, the Office of International Affairs, he could not make prosecutorial 
decisions relating to cases, but "might weigh in on" case-related decisions such as 
the timing or sensitivities of charges. 444 

Ohr told the OIG that during a meeting with Swartz and Ahmad on November 
16, 2016, he advised them of information "about [Paul] Manafort and Trump and 
possible Russian influence that [Ohr] was getting from Steele and Glenn Simpson," 
and that he recalled their response was that they should look into the MLARS 
Manafort investigation.445 Ohr and Swartz both told us that they felt an urgency to 
move the Manafort investigation forward because of Trump's election and a concern 
that the new administration would shut the investigation down. Ahmad said that 
her concerns regarding the Manafort investigation, which were based upon her 
conversations with Swartz and Ohr, were focused on the line prosecutors not 
adequately working the investigation. Weissmann stated that Ahmad expressed to 
him that there was a concern, with which he later agreed, that MLARS was not 

••:i Swartz, Ohr, and Weissmann were members of the Senior Executive Service (SES). 
Ahmad was on detail to the Criminal Division from the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Eastern District of 
New York and was not a member of the SES. 

444 As a Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Swartz supervised three sections in the 
Department's Criminal Division: the Office of International Affairs (OIA), the Overseas Prosecutorial 
Development Office (OPDAT), and the Department's police training organization. He also acted as an 
advisor to the Attorney General, the DAG, and the Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal Division 
on international affairs Issues. 

445 Swartz told us that he became aware of allegations that Manafort may have engaged in 
criminal conduct through the media when former Ukrainian President Victor Yanukovych was ousted 
from office in February 2014. Swartz said that because he was aware of Manafort's connection to the 
Russian-backed Yanukovych and other alleged misconduct through MLARS's Manafort investigation, he 
was concerned when the Trump Campaign named Manafort as its manager in May 2016. 
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moving quickly enough on its Manafort investigation and that he accepted an 
invitation from Ahmad to attend a meeting with Ohr and Swartz. 

The Fraud Section that Weissmann supervised at the time was part of the 
Department team that had indicted a foreign national whom Ohr, Swartz, Ahmad, 
and Weissmann came to believe had information relating to Manafort's alleged 
criminal conduct. Swartz said that because MLARS had not moved the Manafort 
investigation forward, he thought it appropriate to meet with Weissmann and 
discuss the possibility of seeking to obtain information from this foreign national 
regarding Manafort. In December 2016, the four of them discussed a plan for the 
Department to approach this foreign national and seek his cooperation against 
Manafort. Because the extradition of this foreign national was being handled by 
OIA, Swartz had supervisory responsibility for the extradition aspect of that matter. 

Ohr told us that after his November 21, 2016 meeting with FBI officials 
concerning Steele's information, discussed above, Ohr was advised that the FBI was 
"pushing ahead" on its Manafort case. Ohr said that he probably shared this 
information with Swartz. According to Ohr, because "we [had] information that 
Manafort [was] ... somehow ... a possible connection between the Russian government 
and the Trump campaign" it was important to get "national security people" 
involved in that investigation. Ohr said that because Swartz, Strzok, and Lisa Page 
were all working on matters involving Manafort, he wanted them to meet and get 
on the "same page." Consequently, at Ohr's suggestion, Ohr, Swartz, and Ahmad 
met with Strzok and Lisa Page on December 15, 2016. 

Strzok told us that the December 15 meeting consisted mainly of Ohr, 
Swartz, and Ahmad describing information they had regarding Manafort, and 
inquiring if they could assist the FBI's investigation. He stated that Swartz 
discussed the MLARS Manafort investigation and stated that the investigation had 
stalled. Strzok told us that Swartz wanted him to "kick that [investigation] in the 
ass and get it moving." We asked Strzok if he understood that Swartz was 
speaking on behalf of the Department about the Manafort investigation. He 
responded that his "assumption and belief was that [Swartz] and Bruce Ohr were 
speaking about topics for which they had relevant supervision and authority over." 

Swartz stated that the reason he wanted to talk to Strzok about Manafort 
was to see if Strzok had any counterintelligence information that would be relevant 
to what Manafort may have been doing and to push the MLARS Manafort 
investigation forward. Strzok later sent an email to Boone and others, including the 
OGC Unit Chief, stating that Boone and he needed to speak with the FBI's Criminal 
Investigation Division regarding its Manafort investigation to get a better 
understanding its investigative efforts. The OGC Unit Chief responded: "we have 
got to get our arms around what CID investigated and what it means for 
[Manafort]. .. figure what resources, if any, we can bring to bear to get a better 
understanding of [Manafort's] foreign power connections and the money that 
passed hands {if any)." 

Ohr, Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann all told us that they did not inform 
anyone in their chain of command, such as the leadership of the Criminal Division 
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or ODAG, about these meetings.446 Ohr stated that he should have advised ODAG 
leadership that he was participating in meetings about the MLARS Manafort 
investigation because it was a sensitive matter. Swartz told us that the political 
appointees leading the Criminal Division knew the Manafort investigation existed, 
and therefore they should only be briefed if "steps were going to be taken" to move 
the case forward. Swartz added that he did not advise them of his meetings with 
Ohr, Ahmad, and Weissmann, as well as those with Strzok and Lisa Page, because 
he was keeping the Manafort investigation from being "politicized" and protecting 
the Department from allegations that its investigation of Manafort was politically 
motivated. 

Weissmann told us that at around the time of these meetings, he and Ahmad 
had a conversation in which Ahmad told him that she and Swartz were not going to 
tell the Department's political leadership about their efforts to move the Manafort 
investigation forward. Weissmann said that he remembered thinking, at the time, 
that this was because Swartz and Ahmad wanted to insulate the political leadership 
from an allegation of politically targeting Manafort. He stated further that he 
thought it was "an incorrect judgment call," but could not recall if he told that to 
Ahmad and said he satisfied himself that it was appropriate because the Criminal 
Division's front office was aware of the fact MLARS had an open Investigation of 
Manafort. Ahmad told us that she did not recall telling Weissmann that political 
appointees would not be advised of the meetings and that being the "junior person" 
in the meetings, she would not have made such a decision, but that Swartz may 
have done so. 

The then Section Chief of MLARS, Kendall Day, a career Department official, 
told us that he was unaware of the meetings discussed above.447 He stated that, 
given that he was supervising MLARS's Manafort investigation, he should have been 
invited to these meetings because none of those involved knew the strength of the 
evidence amassed by MLARS against Manafort or the investigation's status. Day 
also stated that, because the Manafort investigation was a "sensitive matter," it was 
imperative to keep the Criminal Division's leadership aware of relevant events to 
ensure that there were no surprises. He stated further that he was providing 
briefings regarding MLARS's investigation to his political supervisors, including then 
Criminal Division Assistant Attorney General Leslie Caldwell. 

Caldwell told us that she was unaware of any meetings involving Ohr, 
Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann in which they discussed the MLARS investigation of 
Manafort. She stated further that she thought that not advising political 
supervisors about the meetings "suggest[ ed) a lack of trust or a lack of confidence 
in the political appointee ... and that seem[ed] a little bit paranoid to [her]." She 
stated further that a rationale that not advising political appointees of the meetings 

446 Ahmad told us that she did not advise her chain of command of work she did with Swartz. 
She said that Swartz was a higher-level supervisor within the Criminal Division and, to her knowledge, 
was reporting on those activities. 

447 Day, who had been Chief of MLARS, became an Acting Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
in the Criminal Divlsion in January 2017. 
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protected them from an allegation of engaging in a political prosecution was 
"inappropriate," showed "poor judgment" and was "in itself political." 

Yates told us that she too was unaware of the meetings involving Ohr, 
Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann. She said that not telling political appointees 
about these activities "trouble[d]" her because the Department of Justice does not 
"operate that way." Yates then stated that there is not "a career Department of 
Justice and a political appointees' Department of Justice. It's all one DOJ." 

B. January 31 and February 1, 2017 Meetings 

There were no meetings about the Manafort case involving Ohr, Swartz, 
Ahmad, and Weissmann from December 16, 2016 to January 30, 2017. On the 
morning of January 31, 2017, the day after Yates was removed as Acting Attorney 
General, Ahmad, then an Acting Deputy AAG, sent an email to Ohr, copying Swartz, 
stating that Weissmann "had something he wanted to discuss with us" and asking 
Ohr if he was free to meet with Weissmann that morning. Due to scheduling 
conflicts, Ohr could not attend the meeting, which went forward with Weissmann, 
Swartz, and Ahmad. Neither Swartz, Weissmann, nor Ahmad could remember what 
occurred at this meeting. However, each of them speculated that they may have 
discussed the case involving the indicted foreign national pending extradition, 
referenced above, who they believed might have evidence detrimental to Manafort. 

After the meeting, Ahmad sent an email to Lisa Page, copying Weissmann, 
Swartz, and Ohr, requesting a meeting the next day, February 1. Ahmad wrote: 

Do you by chance have time to meet around 11 tomorrow to follow up 
on our last discussion? There have been a few Criminal Division 
related developments that we wanted to discuss. Bruce Swartz is 
leaving for Mexico tomorrow afternoon, so we were hoping we could 
squeeze this in before he leaves .... 

On February 1, 2017, Swartz, Ohr, Ahmad, and Weissmann met with Strzok, 
Lisa Page, and Acting Section Chief 1 of the FBI.448 Strzok told us that the meeting 
was "largely a discussion about [the Criminal] Dlvision's work on Manafort" and that 
he did not find the meeting "notable." According to contemporaneous notes taken 
by Strzok and Lisa Page, they discussed efforts that the Department could 
undertake to investigate attempts by Russia to influence the 2016 elections. 
Specifically, the FBI was advised that, with regard to Manafort, the Department was 
''looking just at [Money Laundering]/Kleptocracy" violations and wanted to bring 
financial analysis experts into the lnvestigation. The notes also show that Swartz 
inquired whether there were other types of offenses relating to Manafort that could 
be investigated, such as Foreign Corrupt Practices Act violations. MLARS was not 
represented at the meeting and was not notified of it. None of the attendees 
recalled any discussion of new "Criminal Division related developments," and 

448 Acting Section Chief 1 attended the meeting because his section was handling the 
Manafort counterintelligence investigation. As discussed in Chapter Four, Acting Section Chief l 
attended the FBI's meeting with Steele in early October 2016. 
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neither Ahmad nor Weissmann could recall what the reference in Ahmad's email 
concerned. 

We asked Weissmann, Ahmad, Ohr, and Swartz whether there was a 
connection between the removal of Yates and these meeting requests. Weissmann 
and Ahmad denied that this was the case. Ohr, on the other hand, told us that it 
made sense that Yates's firing influenced the decision to have a meeting with 
Strzok and Lisa Page. Ohr stated further that he could not specifically recall the 
discussion, but Yates's name may have been mentioned in connection with this 
meeting. Swartz stated that Yates's departure obviously could have come up, and 
he was sure they discussed how to proceed with the Manafort investigation in light 
of her removal. 

Ohr stated that Swartz and Ahmad were worried that the Trump 
Administration would shut down the Manafort investigation after Yates's departure 
from the Department. Swartz told us that he may have speculated that the Trump 
Administration would shut down the MLARS Manafort investigation. Weissmann 
told us that he was not concerned by Yates's removal and did not recall anyone 
discussing the impact her removal might have on the Manafort investigation. 
Ahmad similarly told us that she did not recall anyone expressing concerns to her 
about political appointees interfering with the Manafort investigation. 

No one in MLARS, or the Criminal Division's or ODAG's leadership were made 
aware of this meeting. Then Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General James 
Crowell told us that career employees do not get to brief the FBI on a very 
important case without going through Department leadership. He told us that the 
Manafort case was important with "potentially ... nationa! implications" and that not 
briefing the AG or the AG's staff was not "okay." Crowell further stated that it was 
"unbelievable" that Ohr was involved in these meetings because as OCDETF 
Director it was not his job to involve himself in the Manafort investigation. 

When we told then Acting DAG Boente that political appointees may not have 
been advised of these meetings for the purpose of insulating them from allegations 
of engaging in a political prosecution of Manafort, Boente responded that that was a 
"less than satisfying answer." He stated that "political appointees make tough calls 
on political cases every day," and "[that is] not a reason not to tell [political 
appointees] about [the case]." He stated further that career officials, such as 
Swartz, Ohr, Ahmad, and Weissmann, have to depend on the Department's political 
appointees to do the "right thing." 

Boente also told us that the Manafort investigation was an MLARS case and 
that MLARS ought to be prosecuting it. He added that if Swartz, Weissmann, or 
Ahmad were unhappy with MLARS's prosecution of the matter, they could have 
spoken with the then Acting Assistant Attorney General, who was a career 
Department employee, to see if one of them could take over the investigation. 

On February 23, 2017, Swartz sent an email to Ohr, Ahmad, and Weissmann 
proposing a "check-In meeting" and suggested that they invite Lisa Page to attend. 
Weissmann responded that Lisa Page should not be invited to the meeting, but that 
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the new Acting Chief of MLARS should be.449 Weissmann told us that he wanted the 
Acting Chief included in the meeting because she had "equity" in the Manafort 
investigation. He stated further that he had spoken with the Acting Chief about the 
Manafort case, but had no recollection if he had told her about his prior meetings 
with Swartz, Ohr, and Ahmad. 

The then Acting Chief of MLARS told us that she only learned about the 
November 2016 to early February 2017 meetings involving Ohr, Swartz, 
Weissmann, and Ahmad as a result of her OIG interview. Day, the Acting Deputy 
AAG overseeing MLARS, told us that he discovered in late March or early April 2017 
that Weissmann was planning a meeting with reporters to obtain evidence 
associated with MLARS's Manafort investigation and that Swartz, Ohr, Weissmann 
and Ahmad were "collectively interested" in the investigation.450 He stated further 
that he met with Swartz and Ahmad in his office and inquired about Weissmann's 
meeting and their interest in the Manafort investigation. Day recalled telling Swartz 
and Ahmad that, given their high-ranking positions in the Department, their 
"unusual level of interest" in the Manafort investigation could create a perception 
that the Department was investigating Manafort for inappropriate reasons. 
According to Day, Swartz expressed concern that "because of the change in the 
administration" the Manafort investigation "might not be allowed to progress." Day 
said he told Swartz and Ahmad that the investigation would be handled "just like 
any other" and that Swartz even asking the question suggested that it was going to 
be treated differently, which was not going to happen. He also told us that he was 
"comfortable that no decisions were made for any improper reasons" because he 
"owned" the Manafort investigation and supervised the attorneys working on it. 
Swartz told us that he did not recall this conversation with Day. 451 

The Manafort money laundering investigation remained with MLARS until it 
was transferred to the Special Counsel's Office in May 2017. Manafort was 
subsequently indicted on a series of criminal charges. On August 21, 2018, a jury 
in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia found Manafort 
guilty of five counts of filing false tax returns, failing to report foreign bank 
accounts, and two counts of bank fraud. He was sentenced to 47 months in federal 
prison. On September 14, 2018, Manafort pied guilty in the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia to one count of conspiracy to launder money, tax 
fraud, failing to file foreign bank account reports, violating the Foreign Agents 
Registration Act, and making false statements to the Department of Justice. He 
was sentenced to 43 months in federal prison. 

449 In early 2017, after Day had been appointed an Acting Criminal Division Deputy AAG, a 
new Acting Chief was appointed to lead MLARS. 

• 50 Weissmann told us that on or about March 31, 2017, an Associated Press (AP) reporter 
contacted him and stated that he had information regarding Manafort having a storage locker in 
Virginia. Weissmann said that he believed the information was worth obtaining and set up a meeting 
with the AP reporter. 

451 After reviewing a draft copy of this report, Ahmad told us that she did not recall having 
this conversation with Day. 
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V. Ohr's Removal from ODAG and OCDETF 

Prior to fall 2017, ODAG management had no knowledge of Ohr's ongoing 
relationship with Steele, Ohr's meetings with the FBI, or Fusion GPS's employment 
of Nellie Ohr. In November 2017, shortly after the Department received a 
Congressional request to interview Ohr, ODAG received from the FBI the FD-302s 
detailing Ohr's relationship with Steele and Ohr's subsequent meetings with the 
FBI. Shortly after receiving the FD-302s, then DAG Rod Rosenstein directed Ohr's 
removal from his ADAG position. In January 2018, Ohr was removed as Director of 
OCDETF. This section discusses ODAG's communication expectations, lack of 
knowledge regarding Ohr's activities with Steele and Simpson, the limited 
information Ohr provided to Rosenstein in October 2017 about his connection to 
Steele and Fusion GPS, the eventual full accounting of Ohr's activities provided to 
ODAG, and ODAG leadership's decisions to remove Ohr from ODAG and OCDETF. 

A. ODAG's Communication Expectations and Lack of Knowledge of 
Ohr's Activities 

Several leaders and managers in ODAG during the time period of our review 
told us that communication within ODAG is imperative.452 As explained below, the 
DAG relies upon assistance from the career Associate Deputy Attorneys General 
(ADAGs), such as Ohr, to ensure the Department's effective operation. Among 
other things, the ADAGs contribute to that effort by keeping ODAG leadership 
aware of pertinent information and issues affecting the Department. 

Then PADAG Axelrod explained that, as the PADAG, he was the day-to-day 
manager of ODAG, and Ohr reported to Yates through him. Axelrod told us that 
when he started in ODAG, he told everyone in that office to be "canaries in the coal 
mine" and advise ODAG management of any issues affecting the Department. 
Axelrod explained that to properly manage ODAG, he needed to be aware of the 
issues that ODAG personnel were addressing to ensure that work was not being 
duplicated, nothing "[fell] through the cracks," and Department components knew 
who to speak with if questions arose. Yates also stressed that raising significant 
issues to her enabled her decision making process and prevented her from being 
surprised. 

New ODAG leadership reiterated this theme on January 23, 2017, when 
Crowell sent an email to the Department's top leadership, including Ohr, directing 
"timely and complete communication" including the details of "any sensitive or 

452 From summer 2016 through December 2017, ODAG leadership and management changed 
several times, with three separate DAGs and several iterations of their staff. Yates was DAG until 
President Trump removed her on January 30, 2017, at which time Boente was appointed Acting DAG. 
On April 26, 2017, Rosenstein was sworn in as the DAG. Matt Axelrod was Yates's PADAG until he left 
the Department on January 30, 2017. Crowell joined ODAG in January 2017 and served as Acting 
PADAG until June 28, 2017, when Robert Hur arrived, at which point Crowell served as Rosenstein's 
Chief of Staff until December 9, 2017. Tashina Gauhar was the Associate Deputy Attorney General 
(ADAG) responsible for ODAG's national security portfolio at this time. Scott Schools, who had served 
in ODAG during a prior tenure in the Department, rejoined ODAG on October 31, 2016, and served as 
an ADAG until his departure from the Department on July 6, 2018. 
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high-profile matters" or issues "[l]ikely to generate significant press attention." 
Additionally, Crowell requested that "unexpected and/or urgent matters" be raised 
with ODAG to allow for proper collaboration and response. 

When asked why he did not alert anyone in ODAG about his contacts with 
Steele and Simpson after Crowell's January 24, 2017 email, Ohr stated that his 
contacts with Simpson and Steele were not part of any of his OCDETF cases, so he 
provided the information to the FBI and career people instead. Ohr told us he felt 
that he should talk to career people with experience in dealing with Russian 
information instead of talking to a supervisor within ODAG. According to Ohr, he 
did not view the fact that he, as a member of ODAG, was receiving information 
from Steele as significant or problematic, but rather he viewed the information itself 
as significant and thought it needed to be provided to the FBI. 

Crowell stated that he was "flabbergasted" when he learned about Ohr's 
involvement with Steele and the FBI. He stated that Ohr should have informed 
ODAG officials of his relationships with Steele and Simpson and his provision of 
information from them to the FBI, especially when Rosenstein appointed the Special 
Counsel and began supervising the investigation, because "a potential fact witness" 
was on Rosenstein's staff. 

Crowell told us that if he had known about Nellie Ohr's connection to Fusion 
GPS or Ohr's involvement with the Russia investigation, he would have moved Ohr 
away from the DAG to eliminate any appearance that Ohr was involved in the 
DAG's oversight of the investigation. Crowell also opined that knowing this 
information about Nellie Ohr or about Ohr's relationship with Steele earlier would 
have given Department leadership the time and opportunity to determine how to 
handle the situation as "the American public need[ edJ to have confidence that (the 
investigation was] done the right way .... " 

Rosenstein stated that, like his predecessor, his Chief of Staff or PADAG ran 
weekly staff meetings with the ADAGs. He told us that if Ohr or other members of 
ODAG had any issues or problems, he expected them to talk to his Chief of Staff, 
the PADAG, or Scott Schools, who was the ODAG ethics advisor and a career 
Department employee. According to Rosenstein, "everybody understood that if you 
had ... an ethical issue or just a difficult process issue, that's what [Schools was] 
there for" and that he expected anyone with a sensitive issue to bring it to Schools. 

In his position as ADAG, Ohr was not briefed on the existence of the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation and the naming of U.S. persons as subjects. This 
information was known by ODAG leadership and those ADAGs with national security 
portfolios, which did not include Ohr. However, as detailed In earlier chapters, by 
fall 2016, rumors about the investigation were in the press; by January 2017, 
Steele's election reports were published online; and by March 2017, Corney publicly 
acknowledged the investigation to Congress in a public hearing. Yates told us that 
the Russian interference investigation in general was well known within ODAG by 
the time Ohr met with McCabe in October 2016, and that Ohr knew to speak with 
Tashina Gauhar, the ADAG responsible for ODAG's national security portfolio, about 
his involvement with Steele and the FBI. Ohr told us he knew from his November 
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21, 2016 meeting with members of the Crossfire Hurricane investigative team, 
Strzok, and Lisa Page that the FBI was doing something regarding the allegations, 
but he did not know prior to that that the FBI had opened a "specific" investigation. 
During this period, Ohr never disclosed to anyone in ODAG his contacts with Steele 
regarding Steele's election reporting. Ohr told us that he could have gone to 
Gauhar as the national security ADAG, but he decided to speak with Swartz instead. 
Boente told us that at least after the release of the Intelligence Community 
Assessment (ICA) on Russian interference with the 2016 presidential elections in 
January 2017, Boente thought Ohr would have appreciated the potential for an 
investigation into Russia's activities even if nobody in ODAG mentioned it 
specifically to Ohr. 

As discussed above, Ohr also told us that he did not tell any career attorneys 
within ODAG about his contacts with Steele and Simpson because he thought that if 
he told another "ODAG person ... they might have said, well we just got to tell the 
DAG." He said another factor may have been concern that the DAG may tell him to 
stop speaking with Steele. 

The OIG identified notes taken during three FBI Russia briefings to 
Department personnel that mention Ohr.453 In connection with a Department 
meeting with FBI representatives (including Strzok) on February 16, 2017, notes by 
Boente, Gauhar, and Schools indicate that someone likely from the FBI mentioned 
that Nellie Ohr was employed by Simpson and that Ohr and Steele were in 
contact.454 Additionally, notes from an FBI briefing for Boente on March 6, 2017, 
indicate that someone in the meeting stated that Ohr and Swartz had a "discussion 
of kleptocracy + Russian org. crime" in relation to the Manafort criminal case in an 
effort to "re-energize [the] CRM case." Finally, a section of Boente's notes from a 
March 22, 2017 meeting include the names Weismann, Swartz, and Ohr next to a 
section of notes regarding Manafort. 

After reviewing these notes, none of the ODAG personnel at these meetings 
could remember Ohr being mentioned, or recall any additional information provided 
during these briefings beyond what was stated in these notes. Boente, Gauhar, 
and Schools did not remember the references to Ohr until they reviewed their 
notes. Gauhar and Schools stated that without more of the salient information now 
known concerning Ohr's involvement, the remarks about Ohr did not make an 
impression on them or indicate to them that Ohr was substantially involved in the 
investigation. Gauhar told us that had the FBI provided any additional information 
regarding Ohr's involvement at the February 16, 2017 meeting, she would have 
included that in her notes.455 Gauhar further stated that, given the information now 
available regarding the extent of Ohr's contributions to the FBI's investigation, the 

453 See Chapter Three for further information regarding these briefings. 

454 Schools stated that he also recalled that sometime after the February 16, 2017 meeting, 
the FBI OGC Unit Chief made a passing reference to Ohr knowing Simpson and Steele. 

•SS Gauhar took extensive notes during Crossfire Hurricane meetings. For example, her notes 
for the February 16, 2017 meeting are eight pages long. 
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FBI should have alerted somebody at the Department about Ohr's activities, or Ohr 
should have alerted ODAG leadership about what he was doing. 456 

B, Ohr Provides Rosenstein with Limited Information about His 
Connection with Steele and Fusion GPS 

Ohr told the OIG that in October 2017, Nellie Ohr received a call from 
someone at Fusion GPS who told her that the company was providing documents to 
Congress that identified her as a Fusion GPS contractor and that he realized that 
then DAG Rosenstein may need to know about this, so he asked to speak with him. 
He stated that he informed Rosenstein that his wife, Nellie Ohr, worked for Fusion 
GPS, and that it may become public that Ohr knew Steele and introduced him to 
the FBI. Ohr told the OIG that he was "prepared to go into more detail [with 
Rosenstein], but there really wasn't time." 

Rosenstein recalled having this conversation in Ohr's office and told us he 
remembered Ohr stating he knew Steele and that Nellie Ohr worked for Fusion GPS. 
Rosenstein told us that during this conversation, Ohr may have also said that he 
introduced Steele to the FBI and that all this information may become public. 
Rosenstein described the meeting with Ohr as casual and noted that he was in 
Ohr's office for another reason, which indicated to him that Ohr did not make a 
special effort to notify him. Rosenstein stated that he left the conversation under 
the impression that it was only a "strange coincidence" that Ohr knew Steele. 

Schools recalled that Ohr, at some point, "stuck his head in the door and 
said, hey I just wanted to make sure there's nothing I need to do. My wife works 
at Fusion GPS. I don't know if there's anything, like, a recusal, or anything I need 
to deal with." Schools stated that he responded to Ohr by saying that "you don't 
have anything to do with that case. We don't typically in the Department recuse 
individuals who aren't responsible for the matter giving rise to a potential conflict." 
Schools believed this conversation occurred a couple months before Ohr's conduct 
became public and may have coincided with Ohr's October 2017 conversation with 
Rosenstein. 

Ohr told us that a few weeks after his first conversation with Rosenstein on 
this issue, he spoke with Rosenstein again and told him that he still talked to Steele 
from time to time and provided information to the FBI when Steele called him. 
Rosenstein told us that he recalled a second conversation with Ohr concerning 
Steele, which he believed occurred in early December 2017. According to 
Rosenstein, Ohr told him that he delivered a thumb drive containing Steele's 
election reports to the FBI. Rosenstein said this information changed his 
perspective of the situation. Rosenstein told us the fact that Ohr 

456 As explained in previous chapters, no one in NSD had knowledge of Dhr's substantive 
contacts with Steele. Nor were they aware of his delivery to the FBI of Simpson's and Nellie Dhr's 
thumb drives. NSD attorneys only learned of Dhr's participation in Crossfire Hurricane in late 2017 or 
early 2018. NSD witnesses told the OIG that they would have expected the FBI or Ohr to have 
informed them of Ohr's involvement in the investigation as it occurred. 
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knew Steele was kind of just an unusual coincidence, but the idea that 
he had actually had some role in this Russia investigation was 
shocking to me.... [W]e had been fending off these Congressional 
inquiries. And they were asking for all sorts of stuff, [FD-J302s and 
things, and .. .I had no idea that somebody on my staff had actually 
been involved in ... an operational way in the investigation. 

According to Rosenstein, he learned that day or the next day that there were 
several FD-302s from Ohr's interviews with the FBI. He said that Ohr appeared to 
be serving as an "intermediary" with Steele. 

C. ODAG Learns of Ohr's Activities in Connection to the Russian 
Investigation and Transfers Ohr 

On November 28, 2017, the Department received a letter from the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI) requesting a closed interview of Ohr as 
part of its inquiry into Russian interference with the 2016 presidential election. 
SSCI's request was forwarded to Ohr and Crowell the next day, and the FBI 
subsequently provided ODAG with the Ohr FD-302s, which Crowell and Schools 
reviewed. Schools told us he was shocked by the number of FD-302s concerning 
Ohr because no one from the FBI had mentioned meeting with Ohr as part of the 
FBI's efforts to corroborate Steele's reporting. 

Following ODAG receiving this information, there were a series of meetings 
within ODAG involving Rosenstein, Crowell, then PADAG Robert Hur, and Schools. 
These meetings concerned Ohr's involvement in the investigation and what Ohr had 
previously described as his limited connection to Steele in his conversations with 
Rosenstein and Schools. Rosenstein stated he was uncomfortable with Ohr's failure 
to fully inform anyone in ODAG about his communications with Steele and Simpson. 
Crowell told us that, after reading the FD-302s, he thought Ohr essentially 
functioned as a source for the FBI on a sensitive investigation without informing his 
leadership and was surprised that Ohr provided a version of Steele's election 
reporting to the FBI. Likewise, Schools told us: 

[I]t's just inconceivable to me that somebody in the DAG's office would 
be having those communications [with Steele], and not report them to 
the DAG and the PADAG. Just because [the DAG and PADAG] have a 
right to know. 

On December 5, 2017, Crowell and Schools met with Ohr to discuss Ohr's 
contacts with Steele. Crowell stated that they informed Ohr that they reviewed the 
FD·302s of his meetings with the FBI and asked Ohr why he did not inform anyone 
in ODAG about his activities. Schools stated that Ohr told them that he thought 
Steele's information needed to go to the FBI and not to ODAG political leadership 
because it was a political matter. According to Crowell and Schools, Ohr also stated 
that he should have let someone know and apologized. 

Rosenstein told us Crowell and Schools reported back to him with their 
findings, and at that point, he realized Congress likely knew more about Ohr's 
activities with Steele and the FBI than anyone in ODAG did. Rosenstein told us: 
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[It] was really disappointing to me that he had made the decision 
originally not to brief anybody [on] our staff and then even after it was 
clear it was going to be ... of national interest .. he chose not to disclose, 
at least to [Schools), that he had actually had an active role .... I felt 
like, if you're in the DAG's office, and the DAG is getting criticized by 
Congress for the handling of the Russia investigation, you ought to tell 
him that you had some role in it. 

Rosenstein told us he focused on Ohr's role as essentially the equivalent of 
an FBI agent when dealing with Steele, over the substance of the information Ohr 
provided to the FBI. According to Rosenstein, the fact that Ohr had extensive 
conversations with Steele regarding the allegations of Russian interference and 
transmitted this information from Steele to the FBI-essentially acting as an 
intermediary, which was not a normal attorney role-formed the basis for 
Rosenstein's decision to remove Ohr from ODAG. According to Rosenstein, he 
viewed what Ohr did as collateral to his primary Department responsibilities, and 
that Ohr should have informed his supervisors about his involvement or sought 
ethics advice before taking these actions. Rosenstein said he expected an ADAG in 
these situations to err on the side of disclosure. 

Crowell stated his recommendation, as Chief of Staff, was to remove Ohr as 
an ADAG and alert the appropriate investigative entities for further determination of 
the extent of Ohr's activities. According to Rosenstein, Crowell, and Schools, 
Rosenstein decided to use his discretion to move Senior Executive Service-level 
{SES} employees. He removed Ohr as an ADAG and reassigned him to the Criminal 
Division. 

Crowell and Schools talked to Ohr again on December 6, 2017. They 
informed him that he was no longer an ADAG, but would remain Director of 
OCDETF. Crowell stated that he led Ohr through his options to dispute the decision 
or accept his removal as an ADAG, and that Ohr agreed to the reassignment. 

According to Schools, on December 20, 2017, he met with Ohr to inform him 
that he also was being removed from his position as Director of OCDETF. Ohr 
stated that Schools told him that then Attorney General Jefferson Sessions and DAG 
Rosenstein decided to remove him as Director of OCDETF because the position 
required coordination with the White House, which was something they no longer 
wanted Ohr to do. During his OIG interview, Schools told us he could not recall 
what he told Ohr about the reason for his removal; however, after reviewing a draft 
of this report, Schools stated that Ohr was correct in his recollection of the reason 
Schools had provided to him for his removal as OCDETF Director. 

Rosenstein told the OIG that he and Sessions were both involved in the 
decision to move Ohr from OCDETF to the Criminal Division. Rosenstein said that 
Sessions did not want Ohr running the transnational organized crime program and 
wanted to replace Ohr as a member of the associated threat management working 
group at the White House. He said that, independently from Sessions, he wanted 
to take OCDETF in a different direction with a more proactive OCDETF Director. 
Rosenstein stated that neither of Ohr's moves were disciplinary actions. 
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In the next chapter, we discuss the FBI's use of CHSs other than Steele and 
its use of Undercover Employees as part of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
We also describe several individuals we identified who had either a connection to 
candidate Trump or a role in the Trump campaign, and were also FBI CHSs, and 
explain why such individuals were not tasked as part of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. Finally, we describe the participation of the SSA supervising Crossfire 
Hurricane at ODNI strategic intelligence briefings given to the presidential 
candidates and certain campaign advisors. 
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CHAPTER TEN 
THE USE OF OTHER CONFIDENTIAL HUMAN SOURCES AND 

UNDERCOVER EMPLOYEES IN CROSSFIRE HURRICANE 

In this chapter, we examine the FBI's use of Confidential Human Sources 
{CHSs) other than Steele and its use of Undercover Employees (UCEs) in the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation to determine whether the FBI had placed any 
CHSs within the Donald J. Trump for President Campaign or tasked any CHSs to 
report on the Trump campaign. We found no evidence that the FBI placed any 
CHSs or UCEs within the Trump campaign or tasked any CHSs or UCEs to report on 
the Trump campaign. However, we found that the Crossfire Hurricane team did 
task several CHSs and UCEs during the 2016 presidential campaign, which resulted 
in interactions with Carter Page, George Papadopoulos, and a high-level Trump 
campaign official who was not a subject of the investigation. All of the CHS 
interactions were consensually monitored by the FBI. We found that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team tasked CHSs to interact with Page and Papadopoulos both during 
the time Page and Papadopoulos were advisors to the Trump campaign, and after 
Page and Papadopoulos were no longer affiliated with the Trump campaign. We 
describe the types of information the CHSs sought to elicit from Page, 
Papadopoulos, and the high-level campaign official, as well as the information the 
CHSs obtained and the use, if any, that the Crossfire Hurricane team made of that 
information. 

We also determined that additional CHSs were tasked by the FBI to attempt 
to contact Papadopoulos, but that those attempted contacts did not lead to any 
operational activity. In addition, we identified several individuals who had either a 
connection to candidate Trump or a role In the Trump campaign, and were also FBI 
CHSs, but who were not tasked as part of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
One such CHS did provide the Crossfire Hurricane team with general information 
about Crossfire Hurricane subjects Carter Page and Paul Manafort, but we found 
that this CHS had no further involvement in the investigation. We identified 
another CHS that the Crossfire Hurricane team first learned about in 2017 when 
the CHS voluntaril rovlded his her Handlin A ent with 

• These were placed into the FBI's files and provided to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team for review, which determined there was not "anything 
significant" in the ililll■■■■· Below, we provide additional information about 
the individuals who had either a connection to candidate Trump or a role in the 
Trump campaign, and who were also FBI CHSs, and explain why they were not 
tasked in the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation. 

Finally, we learned during the course of our review that, in August 2016, the 
supervisor of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, SSA 1, participated on behalf of 
the FBI in a strategic Intelligence briefing given by the Office of the Director of 
National Intelligence (ODNI) to candidate Trump and his national security advisors, 
including Michael Flynn, and in a separate strategic intelligence briefing given to 
candidate Clinton and her national security advisors. Although the briefing of 
candidate Trump and his advisors was not an undercover operation, because SSA l 
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:,vas !ntroduced ~o the_ briefing participants as an FBI agent, we discuss this briefing 
m this chapter, mcludmg the reason why SSA 1 was in attendance, and the 
observations that SSA 1 made as a result of his participation. 

I. Methodology 

To review the FBI's use of CHSs and UCEs in the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, the OIG was given broad access to highly classified information. In 
July 2018, the FBI's then Assistant Director {AD} for the Counterintelligence 
Division (CD), E.W. "Bill" Priestap, briefed the OIG regarding the FBI CHSs and 
UCEs who provided information for the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. This 
briefing was based on CD's knowledge of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation as 
well as searches of the FBI's Sentinel and Delta databases.457 In this briefing, 
Priestap described the FBI's operational use of CHSs other than Steele and his sub­
sources, and use of UCEs In the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

Separately, the OIG reviewed emails, text messages, and instant messages 
of the FBI agents, analysts, and supervisors working on the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, as well as contemporaneous handwritten notes, to identify references 
to CHSs and UCEs. Through our Delta searches and review of documents, we 
learned of additional CHSs who were discussed for potential use in Crossfire 
Hurricane, but ultimately were not tasked by the FBI. We describe these CHSs in 
greater detail below. 

We also obtained and analyzed the FBI's index for the Crossfire Hurricane 
case file, as well as the indices of the Crossfire Hurricane sub-files for 
Papadopoulos, Carter Page, Manafort, and Flynn, who were named subjects of the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation. These indices reference activities undertaken by 
the Crossfire Hurricane team involving CHSs by listing the CHS 

in each line item that pertains to CHS activity. We then analyzed the 
underlying documents from the Crossfire Hurricane case file and sub-files that 
further described any activities involving CHSs. 

The OIG was also given access to the FBI's classified Delta database, which is 
the FBI's automated case management system for all CHS records. We were able 
to reviewiiliiiiiiiliiiilililili■llillllllili■III the files of CHSs who were used, as 
well as those who were considered for use, ln the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
The Delta files for these CHSs contained historical information, including when the 
FBI opened each CHS; the issues on which the CHS had reported; contact reports 
for all interactions with the FBI; quarterly (QSSR) reports and annual {FOASR) 
reviews of each CHS; and, where one had been performed, a human source 

457 As described in Chapter Two, the FBI maintains an automated case management system 
for all CHS records, which the FBI refers to as "Delta." The Delta file for each CHS contains all of the 
personal and administrative information about the CHS, as well as sub-files for unclassified reporting, 
classified reporting, validation documentation, and payment records. 
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validation report. For any CHS that had been closed by the FBI, the Delta file also 
described the events that led to the closure, and the basis for the FBI's decision. 

We also conducted word searches within the FBI's Delta database for a 
number of terms, including "Trump" and "campaign," as well as the names of 
individuals who held leadership positions within the Trump campaign. We analyzed 
each of the Delta documents containing the search terms related to the Trump 
campaign and its members. In addition, for any CHS identified through these word 
searches, we reviewed that CHS's Delta file index for at least the 2016-2017 time 
period, as well as CHS reports within that file, as appropriate, to determine whether 
the CHS contributed to Crossfire Hurricane, and, if so, how. We also interviewed 
numerous former and current Department and FBI officials concerning the FBI's use 
of CHSs and UCEs during the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation. 

II. Background 

CHSs play an important role in the FBI's efforts to combat crime and protect 
national security, by allowing law enforcement direct access to information that is 
often not available through other investigative means. At any one time, the FBI 
has thousands of active CHSs from diverse backgrounds who report on a wide 
variety of threats. We were told by the FBI that the relationship between a CHS 
and the FBI may continue for many years, during which time a source may become 
inactive, and then become active again. We also were advised that it is 
commonplace for CHSs to bring information to the FBI that is outside of his or her 
typical focus, because that individual believes the information may be of interest or 
value to the FBI. 

According to the FBI, its use of CHSs in counterintelligence investigations is 
common. Priestap told the OIG that CHSs are an "ordinary investigative tool" that 
are "part and parcel of what [FBI] agents do in an investigative sense every day." 
Priestap added that the upper levels of FBI management, including the Assistant 
Director and the Deputy Director, are not usually advised when an investigative 
team wants to use a CHS for a particular investigation. Indeed, the FBI 
Confidential Human Source Policy Guide {CHSPG) specifies that "daily oversight 
responsibility for ... CHSs resides with the [Supervisory Special Agent (SSA)], who 
must review all communications regarding the CHSs on his or her squad and 
supervise the special agents (SAs) operating those CHSs." 

With respect to the involvement of CHSs in political campaign activities, as 
described in Chapter Two, FBI policies allow for the use of "sensitive" sources (a 
category which includes individuals who are "prominent within domestic political 
organizations"), the use of CHSs in sensitive monitoring circumstances, and the 
undisclosed participation of CHSs in organizations exercising First Amendment 
rights. The use of CHSs in these circumstances requires heightened levels of 
supervisory approval to safeguard Constitutional rights and protect civil liberties. 
In our analysis in Chapter Eleven, we explain why those requirements did not apply 
to any of the CHS or UCE activities undertaken in the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, from its inception through the November 8, 2016 elections. 
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III. Strategy and Planning for Use of CHSs and UCEs in the Crossfire 
Hurricane Investigation 

A. Strategy for Use of CHSs and UCEs in Crossfire Hurricane 

The agents, analysts, and supervisors who worked on Crossfire Hurricane 
told the OIG that CHSs played an fmportant role in the investigation. The Section 
Chief of CD's Counterintelligence Analysis Section I (Intel Section Chief} told the 
OIG that the use of CHSs was 

viewed as ... one of the best avenues to potentially get some meat on 
the bones of the allegation that came through that started the case, to 
get somebody talking about what that reality was, even if the reality 
was, this guy Papadopoulos knows nothing or ... this is what happened 
that actually explains that predication.... [I]t was one of those few 
avenues ... availab!e to us in that moment, where you could start to get 
some clarity around ... that initial predicating allegation .... [The idea] 
was to get ... [a] source ... to develop enough of a relationship to be able 
to ask some relatively pointed questions around the Russia issue to try 
to get clarity on that predicating information. 

Case Agent 2 agreed that the best way to find the truth was to get a human source 
to gather information "to tell [usJ where the problem is, period. Period." 

The witnesses we interviewed gave the OIG three practical reasons for 
focusing on operations using CHSs in the investigation. First, the case agents said 
they were conscious that they were working on a compressed time frame, and told 
us that CHSs can be an effective tool for quickly obtaining information, such as the 
telephone numbers and email addresses of the named subjects. 

Second, early in the investigation, the Crossfire Hurricane team discovered 
that it had an existing FBI CHS who had previously interacted with named subjects 
of the investigation. Then Deputy General Counsel Trisha Anderson told the OIG 
that using such a source operationally in a counterintelligence investigation is "an 
obvious selection because of those preexisting relationships." SSA 1 told the OIG 
that "if we have a source ... who has direct contact with ... predlcated subjects, we can 
run potential consensual monitoring operations and us[e] ... undercovers, and ... that 
was a better use of our limited time and resources." Case Agent 2 added that ln 
thinking about which CHSs to use, the Crossfire Hurricane team "didn't have 
resources to start going out to every Field Office and sensitizing sources," so using 
an existing CHS to conduct operations against the Crossfire Hurricane subjects 
made sense. 

Third, multiple witnesses told the OIG that they were very concerned about 
preventing leaks regarding the nature and existence of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. SSA 1 told the OIG that one of the overriding concerns was keeping 
information about the investigation out of the public realm, because the team did 
not want to impact the presidential election in any way. Priestap said that, in an 
effort to prevent leaks, the investigative team was kept to a "small group ... to try to 
control the information from getting out." 
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B. Planning for Operations Involving CHSs and UCEs 

SSA 1 told the OIG that he and the case agents were responsible for planning 
how to use CHSs in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 458 Case Agent 1, Case 
Agent 2, and Case Agent 3 likewise told us that plans for the operational activities 
using CHSs and UCEs were driven by the agents and SSA 1. Case Agent 1 said that 
the investigative team was not "told to do anything specifically. It usually 
emanated from us coming up with our plans and operations." The Intel Section 
Chief told the OIG the same thing-that the decisions about the use of CHSs and 
UCEs for Crossfire Hurricane were made by the case agents and SSA 1, and then 
approved through the chain of command. 

SSA 1 told the OIG he did not remember any instances of then Section Chief 
Peter Strzok expressing opinions about how CHSs should be used or not used, or 
instructing the team on how to task the CHSs. 459 Case Agent 1 told the OIG that he 
did not recall Strzok "telling us to do anything or directing us to do anything" and 
did not remember "anything [Strzok] did on his own."460 Similarly, Case Agent 2 
told the OIG that he had no memory of Strzok ever "com[ing] in and say[ing], 
nope, I don't want this; I want this." Case Agent 3 told us he remembered talking 
to Strzok on "a couple of occasions" but Case Agent 3 said he could not "remember 
engaging him in a whole lot." Priestap told the OIG that there were no operational 
decisions involving CHSs for which Strzok was the sole decision maker. 

Strzok's description of his role matched the information provided by the case 
agents, SSA 1, and Priestap. Strzok told the OIG that there were no investigative 
steps or operational decisions that he made on his own, independent of the team. 
With respect to CHS operations, Strzok told the OIG that his role was not exercising 
decision making authority, but rather "awareness and oversight." Strzok told the 
OIG he received briefings on the use of CHSs, but that "by and large, the kind of 
day-to-day operational use of sources was at a lower level than me." Strzok said 
that decisions on operations involving CHSs were made at the team level, and FBI 
managers were told by the team "[w]e've got these operations coming up. This is 
how we're going to use" each CHS. 

•ss The FBI's CHSPG allowed an SSA to approve the operation of CHSs for all of the 
circumstances involved in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, except for a heightened approval 
requirement for extraterritorial operation of a CHS, which applied to one of the Crossfire Hurricane 
CHS operations addressed in this chapter. We determined that the heightened approval requirement 
was met in the applicable circumstance. See CHSPG §§ 19.2 & n.12. 

459 Strzok was promoted to CD Section Chief in February 2016, and later to Deputy Assistant 
Director (DAD) of CD's Operations Branch I on September 4, 2016. 

•w The one issue Case Agent 1 remembered Strzok weighing in on was how aggressively to 
task one of the CHSs. Case Agent 1 told the OlG he remembered Strzok voicing concern that the 
investigative team was using the CHS "too often" and that repeated use of a CHS could possibly raise 
suspicions. Case Agent 1 told the OIG he disagreed and thought the team should be more aggressive 
"given the compressed time frame in which we had to operate" but characterized the discussion as 
"just a normal kind of give and take,, that occurs in planning CHS operations. 

309 



10769

487 

The FBI's Office of the General Counsel (OGC) Unit Chief told the OIG that 
following a briefing in August 2016, then Deputy Director Andrew McCabe was "dn 
board with using the sources and using them quickly given the timing issue." 
However, the OGC Unit Chief added that McCabe did not give direction about what 
sources to use and how.461 The OGC Unit Chief also did not remember any position 
that Lisa Page ever took about whether to use any of the CHSs, and said that Lisa 
Page had no final say over decisions on operations involving CHSs.462 Priestap told 
the OIG that, in the updates that the Director, Deputy Director, and EAD received, 
they were not provided with the "detail(s] of how ... [each] confidential human 
source was going to be used going forward." During his OIG interview, McCabe 
said that he did not expect the Crossfire Hurricane team to brief him on every CHS, 
and that he did not direct the Crossfire Hurricane team to use any specific CHSs. 
Rather, he said that it was the responsibility of the investigative team "to make 
[the] assessments" of which CHSs to use and how to use them. He added that FBI 
policies contain no requirement for a case agent to "get[] the Deputy Director's 
opinion on whether [a] source operation is a good idea or not or what the 
limitations should be." 

The OGC Unit Chief also told us that members of the investigative team 
identified the CHSs and UCEs they wanted to use, and proposed the operational 
activities, as "the best way to try to get [the] answer quickly and covertly." She 
said that, under FBI policy, SSA 1 had the authority to approve the types of CHS 
operations used in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. The Department was not 
part of the discussions regarding how to use FBI CHSs and UCEs to further the 
investigation. Department approval was not required to conduct operations using 
CHSs and UCEs, and the OGC Unit Chief told the OIG that the FBI does not 
"generally loop in DOJ ... to discuss source operations" ln counterintelligence 
investigations because the FBI is very protective of its source base and the identity 
of its CHSs. 

In determining how to use CHSs in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, SSA 
1 and the case agents told the OIG that they focused their CHS operations on the 
predicating information and the four named subjects. Case Agent 1 told the OIG 

461 The only express direction we found that McCabe gave regarding the use of a CHS 
concerned a former FBI CHS, who contacted an FBI agent in an FBI field office in late July 2016 to 
report information from "a colleague who runs an investigative firm ... hired by two entities (the 
Democratic National Committee [DNC} as well as another individual...[who was] not name[dl} to 
explore Donald Trump's longstanding ties to Russian entities." The former CHS also gave the FBI 
agent a list of"indlviduals and entities who have surfaced in [the investigative firm's] examination," 
which the former CHS described as "mostly public source material." In mid-September 2016, McCabe 
told SSA 1 to instruct the FBI agent from the field office not to have any further contact with the 
former CHS, and not to accept any information regarding the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
McCabe told the OIG he did not remember giving those instructions, and could not ten us why he 
might have done so. We found no evidence that the FBI reopened the former CHS for the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation, or tasked the former CHS in connection with the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. 

462 Case Agent 1, Case Agent 2, and Case Agent 3 each told us that they were not aware of 
any decision making by Lisa Page in the investigation and that they had little to no interaction with 
her. 
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that the team "had a very narrow mandate" and that was "a mandate to look at 
these four individuals ... and see if there's any potential cooperation between 
themselves and the Russian government...that was our goal in that investigation." 
He added that they were focused on the Information from the Friendly Foreign 
Government (FFG) "and wanted to prove or disprove it, [as] best we could" but also 
"wanted to make sure that it didn't get broadcast out and we didn't harm the 
electoral process." Case Agent 2 told the OIG that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
was "focused on four predicated subjects." He stated that the core of the 
investigation was "literally looking at the predication and saying, okay, who 
reasonably could have had been in a position to receive suggestions from the 
Russians?" Case Agent 2 also said that in his "experience over twenty years [in the 
FBI] ... a human source every time is going to answer that question" and so the team 
had "to start thinking about what human sources we can use." 

SSA 1 also told the OIG that he did not have any information that the use of 
the CHSs was motivated in any way by political objectives rather than investigative 
objectives. He said that there was "no Inkling of that. I never detected that, or 
had any indication of that." Priestap likewise told the OIG he was not aware of 
anyone's political preferences playing any role in the tasking of the CHSs. Priestap 
said that if he had seen any Indication that Strzok was taking investigative actions 
for political reasons, Priestap would have removed Strzok from the Crossfire 
Hurricane team. Priestap said that he "absolutely would not have tolerated" 
politicization of the investigation, and that he never saw anything to indicate that 
type of activity was occurring. 

c. Absence of FBI CHSs Inside the Trump Campaign 

All of the witnesses we interviewed told the OIG that the FBI did not try to 
recruit members of the Trump campaign as CHSs, did not send CHSs to collect 
information in Trump campaign headquarters or Trump campaign spaces, and did 
not ask CHSs to join the Trump campaign or otherwise attend campaign related 
events as part of the investigation. Using the methodology described above, we 
found no information indicating otherwise. 

Priestap told the OIG he knew of no effort by the FBI to infiltrate the Trump 
campaign. He said the investigation 

was about a foreign adversary trying to mess with our free and fair 
election system. We wanted to know if any U.S. persons assisted in 
any way. In no way was it an investigation into ... the political 
process.... [I]t's not the FBI's role in any way to try to monitor 
or .. .investigate campaigns. 

Priestap added that the FBI wasn't 

after policy and plans. We were after some specific information about 
possible collusion with the Russians.... We never tried to develop 
somebody and insert them into the campaign. I'm actually pretty darn 
confident we could have been able to do that .. .if that was the 
objective. The FBI is pretty good at developing sources and inserting 
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them into situations to advance our investigations. I know of no 
conversation in which that was a plan on the part of the FBI's. 

McCabe told the OIG that he was never involved in any discussions about 
placing an FBI CHS into the Trump campaign to further the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, or for any other purpose. Former Director James Corney told the 
OIG that, if there had been ah effort to place a CHS within the Trump campaign, he 
would have expected to have been notified of that. He also said he had no 
knowledge of any FBI CHSs that had been asked by the FBI to join the Trump 
campaign in any capacity, and no information that would support an allegation that 
the FBI had been spying on the Trump campaign. 

IV. Use of CHSs and UCEs in the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation 

A. No CHSs and UCEs Used Prior to the Opening of the Crossfire 
Hurricane Investigation 

In our review, we did not find any evidence that the FBI used CHSs or UCEs 
to interact with members of the Trump campaign prior to the opening of the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation. All of the members of the Crossfire Hurricane 
team told the OIG that no investigative steps of any type were taken prior to 
receipt of the predicating information for the Crossfire Hurricane investigation on 
July 28, 2016, and we found no evidence to the contrary. 

We investigated allegations that the FBI used specific individuals to 
undertake CHS activities prior to the predication of Crossfire Hurricane. For 
example, we investigated an allegation that the FBI sent a CHS (known as "Henry 
Greenberg" by other aliases) to meet with Trump advisors Roger Stone and Michael 
Caputo in March 2016, to offer to sell derogatory information about Hillary Clinton 
for $2 million. We found no evidence in the FBI's Delta files or from witness 
testimony that this individual was acting as an FBI CHS for any purpose in 2016. 

We also investigated an allegation, raised by Papadopoulos, that the FBI 
used Joseph Mifsud, a Maltese citizen who was living in London and serving as a 
university professor, to pass information to Papadopoulos in April 2016 as a set up, 
so that the FBI could predicate the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Papadopoulos 
raised this possibility during his October 25, 2018 testimony before the House 
Judiciary Committee and House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 
by stating that Mifsud might have been "working with the FBI and this was some 
sort of operation" to entrap Papadopoulos. The FBI's Delta files contain no 
evidence that Mifsud has ever acted as an FBI CHS,463 and none of the witnesses 

463 As previously noted, we searched the F6I's Delta database for evidence of FBI CHSs 
interacting with Papadopoulos and other targets of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, and found no 
evidence of such interactions, other than the CHSs specifically described in this chapter. 
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we interviewed or documents we reviewed had any information to support such an 
allegation.464 

In addition, we investigated whether the FBI tasked any CHSs to meet with 
Carter Page prior to the opening of Crossfire Hurricane. We found no evidence that 
the FBI had. Case Agent 1, SSA 1, and the Supervisory Intelligence Analyst 
(Supervisory Intel Analyst) each told the OIG that the FBI did not have anything to 
do with any operatlonal activities against Carter Page prior to the start of the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation on July 31, 2016.465 

B. CHS and UCE Involvement in Crossfire Hurricane 

We found no evidence that the FBI placed any CHSs or UCEs within the 
Trump campaign or tasked any CHSs or UCEs to report on the Trump campaign. 
However, through our review, we determined that, during the 2016 presidential 
campaign, the Crossfire Hurricane team tasked four CHSs and a few UCEs, which 
resulted in interactions with Carter Page, George Papadopoulos, and a high-level 
Trump campaign official who was not a subject of the investigation. We found that 
the Crossfire Hurricane team tasked CHSs to interact with Page and Papadopoulos 
both during the time Page and Papadopoulos were advisors for the Trump 
campaign, and after Page and Papadopoulos were no longer affiliated with the 
Trump campaign. All of the CHS interactions were consensually monitored by the 
FBI. Two of the CHSs tasked by the FBI are referred to below as Source 2 and 
Source 3. Below we discuss the types of information these CHSs sought to elicit 
from Page, Papadopoulos, and the high-level campaign official, the information that 
the CHSs obtained, and the use, if any, that the Crossfire Hurricane team made of 
that information. 

We also determined that two additional CHSs were tasked by the FBI to 
attempt to contact Papadopoulos, but that those attempted contacts did not lead to 
any operational activity, and those CHSs are not discussed further in this report. 

1. Source 2 

Source 2 was closed by the FBI in 2011 for "aggressiveness toward handling 
agents as a result of what [Source 2] perceived as not enough compensation" and 
"questionable allegiance to the [intelligence] targets" with which Source 2 
maintained contact. However, Source 2 was re-opened 2 months later by Case 
Agent l, and was handled by Case Agent 1 from 2011 through 2016 as part of Case 
Agent 1 's regular investigative activities at an FBI field office. The FBI conducted 
human source validation reviews on Source 2 in 2011, 2013, and 2017. 

• 64 The FBI also re uested information on 

465 As noted in Chapter Three, a New York Field Office (NYFO) Counterintelligence (CI) Agent 
also told us that the FBI did not use any CHSs to target Carter Page during the NYFO 
counterintelligence investigation of Page, which was opened on April 6, 2016, and transferred to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team on August 10, 2016. 
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Case Agent 1 told the OIG that Source 2 can be "mercurial" and explained 
that Source 2 was closed for cause in 2011 because the former FBI handler, 
although very skilled, was "not the right match" for Source 2, which resulted in 
interpersonal conflict. Case Agent 1 said that when he reopened Source 2, he told 
Source 2 that this was the "last opportunity" and that the FBI would not tolerate 
the issues that had arisen in the past. According to Case Agent 1, since that time 
Case Agent 1 has not experienced any aggressiveness, and has not seen any 
indication that Source 2 has questionable allegiances to inteUlgence targets. 
Instead, Case Agent 1 described Source 2 as willing to assist the FBI "without any 
hesitation." He added that Source 2 has never given Case Agent 1 any reason to 
doubt the veracity of Source 2's reporting. Case Agent 1 and SSA 1 both told the 
OIG that nothing happened in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation to suggest that 
the concerns leading to Source 2's closure for cause in 2011 had any impact on 
Crossfire Hurricane. 

a. Crossfire Hurricane Team's Initial Meeting with 
Source 2 on August 11, 2016 

Source 2's involvement in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation arose out of 
Case Agent l's pre-existing relationship with Source 2. Case Agent 1 told the OIG 
that when he arrived in Washington, D.C. in early August 2016 to join the Crossfire 
Hurricane team, he had never previously dealt with the "realm" of political 
campaigns. He said he lacked a basic understanding of simple issues, for example 
what the role of a "foreign policy advisor" entails, and how that person interacts 
with the rest of the campaign. Case Agent 1 said he proposed meeting with Source 
2 to ask these questions because Case Agent 1 knew that Source 2 had been 
affiliated with national political campaigns since the early 1970s. Case Agent 1 also 
believed Source 2 might have information about, and potentially may have met, 
one or more of the Crossfire Hurricane subjects. Case Agent 1 told the OIG that he 
did not know at the time he proposed the meeting that Source 2 had been invited 
to join the Trump campaign. SSA 1 told the OIG that he did not know about Source 
2, or know that Case Agent 1 was Source 2's handler, prior to Case Agent 1 
proposing the meeting, which SSA 1 approved. 

On August 11, 2016, Case Agent 1, Case Agent 2, and a Staff Operations 
Specialist (SOS) met with Source 2. Case Agent 1 told the OIG that the plan going 
into the meeting was to talk generally with Source 2 about Russian "interference in 
the election, what [Source 2] may know, and ... to bring up Papadopoulos." Case 
Agent 1 added that the team used media reports concerning the release of emails 
and allegations of Russian hacking to frame the discussion. The Electronic 
Communication (EC) documenting the meeting states that the investigative team 
told Source 2 they were "assigned to a project" concerning Russian interference in 
the Presidential campaign. Case Agent 1 said they did not tell Source 2 that there 
was an open investigation or who the subjects were. Case Agent 1 also said they 
did not tell Source 2 about any specifics, including the information the FBI had 
received from the Friendly Foreign Government (FFG) that led to the opening of the 
investigation. 
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Case Agent 1 told the OIG that the team asked Source 2 about 
Papadopoulos, but Source 2 said he had never heard of him. The EC documenting 
the meeting reflects that Source 2 agreed to work with the Crossfire Hurricane 
team by reaching out to Papadopoulos which would allow the Crossfire Hurricane 
team to collect assessment information on Papadopoulos and potentially conduct an 
operation. 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that Source 2 then asked whether the team had 
any interest in an individual named Carter Page. Case Agent 1 said that the 
members of the investigative team "didn't react because at that point we didn't 
know where we were going to go with it" but asked some questions about how 
Source 2 knew Carter Page. Source 2 explained that, in mid-July 2016, Carter 
Page attended a three-day conference, during which Page had approached Source 2 
and asked Source 2 to be a foreign policy advisor for the Trump campaign. 
According to the EC summarizing the August 11, 2016 meeting, Source 2 said 
he/she had been "non-committal" about joining the campaign when discussing it 
with Carter Page in mid-July, but during the August 11, 2016 meeting with the 
Crossfire Hurricane team, Source 2 "stated that [he/she] had no intention of joining 
the campaign, but [Source 2J had not conveyed that to anyone related to the 
Trump campaign." Source 2 further stated he/she "was willing to assist with the 
ongoing investigation and to not notify the Trump campaign about [Source 2's] 
decision not to join." Source 2 also told the Crossfire Hurricane team that Source 2 
was expecting to be contacted in the near future by one of the senior leaders of the 
Trump campaign about joining the campaign. 

In addition, Source 2 told the Crossfire Hurricane team that Source 2 had 
known Trump's then campaign manager, Manafort, for a number of years and that 
he had been previously acquainted with Michael Flynn. Case Agent 1 told the OIG 
that "quite honestly ... we kind of stumbled upon [Source 2} knowing these folks." 
He said that lt was "serendipitous" and that the Crossfire Hurricane team "couldn't 
believe [their] luck" that Source 2 had contacts with three of their four subjects, 
including Carter Page. 

b. Internal FBI Discussions Concerning Source 2 and 
the Trump Campaign 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that, after meeting with Source 2 on August 11, 
2016, he drove back to FBI Headquarters with Case Agent 2 and the SOS, and met 
with other members of the Crossfire Hurricane team to discuss how to proceed. 
During that meeting, the OGC Unit Chief, SSA 1, Strzok, and Priestap learned that 
Source 2 had been invited to join the Trump campaign by Carter Page and that 
Source 2 was going to tum down the invitation. All of the FBI witnesses we 
interviewed said that they would not have used Source 2 for the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation if Source 2 had actually wanted to join the Trump campaign. SSA 1 
said he did not remember anyone on the Crossfire Hurricane team advocating for 
Source 2 to actually join the Trump campaign and told the OIG he was relieved that 
Source 2 did not want to join the campaign "at all." Strzok told the OIG his 
reaction was "no, no, no, no, no, no .... [O]h god no. Absolutely not" when he 
learned that Source 2 had been invited to join the Trump campaign. Case Agent 1 
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told the OIG that if Source 2 had joined the campaign, the Crossfire Hurricane team 
would not have used Source 2 "because that's not what we were after." He added 
that having Source 2 in the campaign would have been difficult because "then 
[Source 2] actually has a job to do and [Source 2 is] going to actually have to do 
that job." Case Agent 2 told us that the reaction of the OGC attorneys advising the 
Crossfire Hurricane team was "no freaking way" and that the team was not 
"pushing for that...[because they were] not trying to get into the campaign." Case 
Agent 2 sald that by using Source 2 outside of the campaign, the Crossfire 
Hurricane team could find "smart ways, and quiet ways to get information that we 
can corroborate, that helps us understand what the heck Mr. Papadopoulos meant 
by ... the Trump team received a suggestion from the Russians." Priestap said that 
his first question was "what was Source 2's answer?" and that the response was 
Source 2 did not want to join the campaign. 

The OGC Unit Chief said that she remembered the team seeking her advice, 
and said she told them they should not direct Source 2 to join the campaign, but 
they also should not tell Source 2 not to join the campaign. She told the OIG her 
advice was that Source 2 "should do what [Source 2] would normally do" and that 
the Crossfire Hurricane team should "follow [Source 2's] lead." She added that she 
was "grateful" when she learned that Source 2 did not want to join the Trump 
campaign, because she said that if the Crossfire Hurricane team had wanted to 
operate a CHS within the campaign (which she said none of the team members 
ever proposed to her), that would have raised a host of complicated issues under 
the FBI's Domestic Investigations and Operations Guide (DIOG), including 
undisclosed participation in political activities, appearance issues if it became 
publicly known an FBI source was in the Trump campaign, and the potential that 
the source could influence campaign policy or strategy. 

c. Follow-up Crossfire Hurricane Team Meeting with 
Source 2 on August 12, 2016 

The next day, August 12, 2016, Case Agent 1, Case Agent 2, and the SOS 
met with Source 2 again. During the August 12, 2016 meeting, Source 2 provided 
additional information about the role of a foreign policy advisor in a presidential 
campaign. Case Agent 1 described this portion of their conversation as "more of a 
generic question, like what is the foreign policy advisor doing" and who does that 
person report to? Case Agent 1 said that the Crossfire Hurricane team was not 
interested in the Trump campaign's "policies or any of their positions," but more 
generally just needed to understand the role of a foreign policy advisor. 

During the August 12, 2016 meeting, Case Agent 1, Case Agent 2, and the 
SOS also told Source 2 that the FBI was interested in Carter Page, and asked 
whether Source 2 would be willing to contact Carter Page for a private meeting, as 
a follow-up to their meeting in July 2016. The investigative team told Source 2 
that, because the Trump campaign appeared interested in recruiting Source 2, 
Source 2 was in a perfect position to directly ask Carter Page about media reports 
regarding links between the campaign and Russia. The team also discussed with 
Source 2 plans regarding Papadopoulos. As discussed below, Source 2 ultimately 
met with three members of the Trump campaign on behalf of the FBI-Carter Page, 
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George Papadopoulos, and a high-level campaign official who was not a subject of 
the investigation-and the FBI consensually monitored Source 2's conversations 
with each of these individuals. 

d. Source 2's Meetings with Carter Page 

(1) August 20, 2016 

The first consensually monitored meeting between Source 2 and Carter Page 
took place on August 20, 2016. As described in Chapter Seven, some of the 
information obtained from this meeting was referenced in the Carter Page FISA 
Renewal Application No. 3. Case Agent 1 said that he instructed Source 2 to use 
the information in the media regarding Russia and Hillary Clinton's emails, and to 
ask questions Source 2 would normally ask if Source 2 was talking to a foreign 
policy advisor to a campaign. Members of the Crossfire Hurricane team told the 
OIG that they expected Source 2 to ask whether the campaign was planning an 
"October Surprise," as had been reported in the media, in addition to asking Carter 
Page if he maintained contacts with Russians or knew whether the Russians had 
been releasing emails to benefit the campaign. 

We reviewed the transcript of Source 2's August 20, 2016 meeting with 
Carter Page. Through their conversations, Source 2 learned where Page was 
staying while in Washington for campaign meetings. Page also claimed to 
"personally ... have no ambition" to seek a position in the administration if Trump 
won the election. Page also stated that he had "literally never met" Manafort, had 
"never said one word to him," and that Manafort had not responded to any of 
Carter Page's emails. Source 2 (who had known Manafort for decades) told Carter 
Page not to "feel bad" because everybody who has ever sent emails to Manafort 
"never got a response. "466 

During their conversation, Page told Source 2 that his July 2016 trip to 
Moscow "was the most incredible experience of my life." However, Page repeatedly 
complained about the negative, and highly personal, media attention he was 
receiving. For example, Page described an article from The Washington Post and 
how "95% of it was complete garbage." Page also complained that, next to 
Manafort (who he called "public enemy number one") Page was being treated as 
"public enemy number two." Page said that as a result of a "hit job" in Bloomberg 
News he had been branded as "Trump's Russia Advisor" with "close ties with the 
Russian government," and that idea had become "the consistent narrative ever 
since." Page told Source 2 that he was "just a shareholder" in the Russian energy 
company Gazprom, but that the media's approach was to highlight "anything that 
they can kind of spin in a ... negative way." As a result of the negative media 
coverage, Page said that others working for the campaign were joking with him 

466 As described in Chapters Five and Seven, the FBI did not advise NSD's Office of 
Intelligence or the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC) of Carter Page's statements 
concerning Manafort, which contradicted information from Steele's election reporting that was relied 
upon in the Carter Page FISA applications. 
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about "attract(ing] all the attention" and keeping the rest of them "off the radar 
screen." 

When Source 2 raised the issue of an "October Surprise," Carter Page said 
"there's a different October Surprise ... [a]lthough maybe some similarities" to the 
October Surprise in the 1980 Presidential Campaign. Page did not elaborate. 
Source 2 raised the issue again later in the meeting, and asked if the Trump 
campaign could access information that might have been obtained by the Russians 
from the DNC files. Source 2 added that in past campaigns "we would have used 
[itJ in a heartbeat." Page's response was that, because he had been attacked by 
the media for his connections to Russia, he was "perhaps ... [being] overly cautious." 
When the October Surprise Issue came up again, Page alluded to "the conspiracy 
theory about ... the next email dump with ... 33 thousand" additional emails, but did 
not further explain what he meant. Source 2 asked "[w)ell the Russians have all 
that don't they?" to which Page responded "I don't, I-I don't know." 

Page also said that "we were not on the front lines of this DNC thing" during 
the Philadelphia convention and wondered aloud "who's better to do this?" Page 
asked Source 2 whether the Trump campaign should just leave it to the "other 
forces that be" and just let it "run its course," with the Trump campaign "egg[ing] it 
a long a little bit" but without being "seen as the one advancing this in concert with 
the Russians." Source 2 responded "it needs to be done very delicately and with no 
fingerprints" to which Page said "[ o ]kay." Page asked Source 2 if "picking out a 
couple trusted journalists" and giving them "some ideas of...potential big stories" 
would be the right way to handle it. Page also suggested that "there may be 
people that kind of work this angle" but that Page was being "very cautious, you 
know, right now." 

Source 2 also asked Page for information about Papadopoulos. Page said 
that Papadopoulos was the youngest guy on the campaign, that he used to live in 
London, and that he had not been to the last campaign meeting. Page also said he 
had "no comment" on whether Papadopoulos was easily triggered emotionally. 

At one point, Source 2 steered the conversation toward Source 2's contacts 
in the Russian , and described how Source 2 arranged fully 

aid trl s for th and other Russians to speak ■ 
. Source 2 asked if Page knew anyone of that type that might 

be interested in corning to speak ■■■-■I, and Page responded that he 
"know[s] a couple of people in London" but that he wanted to be "doubly 
cautious ... to limit conspiracy theories" and that his preference would be to "pass 
along names discreetly." Page added that he would need to "think about the 
easiest[,] most efficient[,) frankly safest way to ... navigate this." 

Throughout the meeting, Page asked Source 2 to assist the Trump campaign 
by writing op-eds. Source 2 stated a willingness "to be helpful to the campaign" 
but also said that Source 2 would like to know "what the plan is" before 
committing. Page responded that it was "unfortunate" that Source 2 had not yet 
gotten to meet a high-level campaign official who was not a subject of the 
investigation, and Source 2 responded that Source 2 was available whenever that 
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high-level campaign official "wants to chat." Later in the meeting, Source 2 told 
Page that Source 2 would like to meet with the high-level campaign official to 
discuss "what I'm getting in to" because Source 2 said there are "some things that 
have to be done at this part of...the campaign .... And if you don't do them you're 
going to lose." 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that Page's comment about the "October Surprise" 
was meaningful to the Crossfire Hurricane team. He said that when Page was 
asked the question, Page 

kind of trailed off and it ... piqued our interest because it seemed like 
that he knew of something, but he wasn't 100 percent sure and was 
just kind of alluding to something, but he didn't really give much more 
information to it. So that kind of pique[ d] our interest. 

Case Agent 1 said that within the investigative team "there was a discussion 
whether or not [Carter Page] knew more than he was [letting] on." SSA 1 told the 
OIG that the Crossfire Hurricane team viewed Page's responses to questions as 
"less than forthright" and Case Agent 3 described Page as not "as forthcoming as 
he could have been." As described previously in Chapters Five and Seven, 
however, the FBI did not include any of the information from the August 20, 2016 
meeting between Source 2 and Carter Page in the first FISA application, or Renewal 
Application Nos. 1 and 2, but did include some of Page's comments to Source 2 
about the "October Surprise" in Renewal Application No. 3. 

SSA 1 and Case Agent 1 told the OIG that this meeting between Source 2 
and Carter Page was important for the investigation in other ways. SSA 1 told the 
OIG that it was important for the team to determine "where [Carter Page] was 
living, [and] what he was up to." Case Agent 1 said that, as a result of this 
operation, "we now had a successful contact between the established FBI source 
and one of our targets" which gave the Crossfire Hurricane team confidence that 
they could "find out investlgatively what we've been charged to do." Case Agent 1 
also said that, because "there were several emails sent back and forth thanking 
[Source 2)," the FBI obtained Carter Page's email address and telephone number, 
which could be used in the first FISA application. 

Consensual monitoring of the August 20 meeting between Source 2 and 
Carter Page was presented to McCabe, Priestap, then FBI General Counsel James 
Baker, Strzok, Anderson and other FBI personnel during briefings on August 25, 
2016. Baker told the OIG that what he remembered about the briefing 

was feeling comfortable that the focus was on the Russians, the focus 
was on trying to get foreign-intelligence information, [and] that this 
other stuff [regarding the campaign] was part of the cover story and 
not what we were interested in, and something that we ... just weren't 
going to make any use of. 

He added that "even though the FBI was collecting some type of political 
information" through Source 2's conversation with Carter Page, the political 
information "was not the focus of what we were after ... [andJ it was being minimized 
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in the sense that it was just extra crap that we got that we didn't really want." He 
also said that at the time he felt the people presented the monitoring were 
appropriately focused on the fact that Source 2 "couldn't get Carter Page to say 
anything about the Russians." Anderson told the OIG that her impression of the 
consensual monitoring was that Carter Page was "pretty guarded" in talking to 
Source 2. McCabe told the OIG he remembered that "there weren't any ... smoking 
guns from the conversation" but that "Page seemed kind of evasive." McCabe did 
not remember being told about any portions of the conversation other than what 
was contained on the consensual monitoring that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
provided to him for review. McCabe also said he remembered having an 
"expectation that [the Crossfire Hurricane team] would continue to use [Source 2, 
who] obviously had access to" Carter Page, but McCabe could not remember any 
follow-up discussions or what the investigative team planned to do next.As 
described previously in Chapters Five and Seven, the FBI did not inform the 
National Security Division (NSD) attorney in the Office of Intelligence (OI) who was 
working on the Carter Page FISA applications about Page's August 2016 interaction 
with Source 2 until 10 months later, in June 2017. As a result, none of the 
information from this interaction was considered by OI for inclusion in the first FISA 
application, or Renewal Application Nos. 1 and 2. Page's comments about the 
"October Surprise" were included in Renewal Application No. 3, which was filed in 
June 2017, after Case Agent 6 sent the OI Attorney a 163-page document for the 
purpose of showing him Page's statements about the "October Surprise." The OI 
Attorney told the OIG that he used the 163-page document to accurately quote 
Page's statements concerning the "October Surprise" in Renewal Application No. 3, 
but that he did not read the other aspects of the 163-page document and that Case 
Agent 6 did not flag for him Page's statements about Manafort. The OI Attorney 
told us that these statements, which were available to the FBI before the first 
application, should have been flagged by the FBI for inclusion In the FISA 
applications at the time the statements were made because they were relevant to 
the court's assessment of the allegations concerning Manafort using Page as an 
intermediary with Russia. Case Agent 6 told the OIG that he did not know that 
Page made the statement about Manafort because the August 2016 meeting 
between Source 2 and Page took place before Case Agent 6 was assigned to the 
investigation. He said that the reason he knew about the "October Surprise" 
statements in the document was that he had heard about them from Case Agent 1 
and did a word search to find the specific discussion on that topic. 

(2) October 17, 2016 

The second consensually monitored meeting between Source 2 and Carter 
Page took place on October 17, 2016, 4 days before the FBI obtained the first FISA 
targeting Page, and after Page had left the Trump campaign. As described in 
Chapter Five, Page made statements to Source 2 that led the FBI to believe that 
Page was continuing to be closely tied to Russian officials, including Page's 
suggestion (described below) that "the Russians" may be giving him an "open 
checkbook" to fund a foreign policy think tank. 
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Case Agent 1 told the OIG that the Crossfire Hurricane team had learned 
through travel records that Page was planning a trip. Case Agent 1 said that the 
Crossfire Hurricane team 

wanted to find out what he was going to do ... because at that point he 
was no longer affiliated with the campaign. He was out. As far as we 
could tell he was no longer a part of the campaign. We still didn't 
have the FISA up, but we wanted to see who he was going to be in 
contact with ... , and why he was going ... because it just seemed very 
odd. 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that the investigative team believed that Page may be 
going to meet an individual with ties to Russian Intelligence. The investigative 
team was also aware of a Russian responsible for "recruiting U.S. government 
employees and handling U.S. government employees." Case Agent 1 said that the 
plan was for Source 2 to help determine where Page was planning to stay and what 
he was planning to do during his trip. 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that the Crossfire Hurricane team did not get a 
complete transcript of the meeting, which was consensually monitored, but instead 
"wrote up only the pertinent parts of whatever meetings occurred just 
because ... doing a full transcript would have taken too long and it was just not 
pertinent." We reviewed the Crossfire Hurricane team's partial transcript of Source 
2's October 17, 2016 meeting with Carter Page. 

During the meeting, Page told Source 2 that Page "never had any ambitions 
to go into government regardless of who won" the upcoming presidential election, 
and instead called himself the "equivalent" of influential diplomat and academic 
George Kennan. Page said that, like Kennan who "found[ed] his Institute of 
Advanced Study," Page would like to develop a research institute to be "a rare voice 
that talks against this consensus" of Russian containment, which Page believes is 
too "hawkish and aggressive in a lot of ways against the Russians." In talking 
about how he would fund this institute, Page told Source 2 "I don't want to say 
there'd be an open checkbook, but the Russians would definitely ... " then, according 
to the partial transcript, the sentence trailed off as Page laughed. Source 2 asked 
"they would fund it-yeah you could do alright there" and Page responded "Yeah, 
but that has its pros and cons, right?" 

At other points in the conversation, Page stated that he had "a longstanding 
constructive relationship with the Russians going back throughout" his life, and that 
he "could talk for the next 5 hours about all these sneaky little approaches that the 
[U.S. government] has been taking against Russia-going back ... a couple decades." 
Page also stated his belief that "if these ridiculous approaches and these failed 
policies continue next January, you know ... we're on the brink of war." 

When asked about the link between the Russians and WikiLeaks, Page said 
that, as he has 

made clear in a lot of ... subsequent discussions/interviews .. .! know 
nothing about that-on a personal level, you know no one's ever said 
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one word to me. But it's interesting, you know, off the record between 
us-if the only source of transparency and the truth is an external 
source, you know, c'est la vie right? 

Page also mentioned to Source 2 "very deep off the record" that the Clinton 
campaign had "hired investigators to come after me, including some in London," 
and that Page had "very good sources ... [and knew] the names of the investigators 
as well." 

As for the platform committee during the Republican National Convention, 
Page told Source 2 that he "stayed clear of that-there was a lot of conspiracy 
theories that I was one of them.... [But] totally off the record ... members of our 
team were working on that, and .. .in retrospect it's way better off that I...remained 
at arms' length. But again, our team was working on that." 

Page also told Source 2 that the "core lie" against Page in the media "is that 
[Page] met with these sanctioned Russian officials, several of which I've never even 
met in my entire life." Page said that the lies concern "Sechin [who] is the main 
guy, the head of Rosneft ... [and] there's another guy I had never even heard of, you 
know he's like in the inner circle." When Source 2 asked Page about that person's 
name, Page said "I can't even remember, it's just so outrageous. "467 Page stated 
that he did meet a number of people when he was the commencement speaker at 
the July 2016 New Economic School graduation in Moscow, and told Source 2 that 
"the irony of it [was]. .. there's no law against meeting with sanctioned officials" and 
that his lawyer said everything would be fine "as long as you don't take gifts or 
have any sort of business dealings ... the lawyer quote was 'don't even take a pen.'" 

When Source 2 asked whether Page could introduce Source 2 to Russians 
who might be interested in speaking ■••■■■l■■■I., Page laughed and 
said "[m]y lawyers would probably advise me to ... " then laughed again and 
mentioned Harry Reid's letter to FBI Director Corney asking the FBI to "please look 
into Carter Page's connections to these people." When asked again, Carter Page 
reiterated that "lawyers are always cautious ... and •.. this would be setting off such 
big alarm bells." Page also told Source 2 that Page did not have their "contact 
details." 

Members of the Crossfire Hurricane team and FBI OGC told the OIG they 
considered Page's discussion of having a potentially "open checkbook" as the most 
useful and concerning piece of information from the October 17, 2016 meeting 
between Source 2 and Page. Case Agent 1 told the OIG that, as a result of that 
comment, the Crossfire Hurricane team was "trying to figure out at the time if that 
was part of a quid pro quo." SSA 1 told the OIG that Page's comment on funding a 
research institute using "an open checkbook" from Russia brought SSA 1 closer to 
believing that Carter Page may actually be acting as an agent of a foreign power. 
The OGC Attorney told us that he viewed the remark as an indication that Page had 
"connections that he expected to be able to use to his advantage as a result of the 

467 As described in Chapters Five and Seven, the FBI did not include Carter Page's denials of 
these meetings with Russian officials ln its description of this CHS operation in the FISA applications. 
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potential election of Donald Trump." The OGC Unit Chief told the OIG she viewed 
this as a suggestion "that the Russians would pay for [Page] to operate a think tank 
in the United States ... basically as a propaganda machine." 

As discussed in Chapters Five and Seven, these statements about "an open 
checkbook" from Page's interaction with Source 2 were included in the FISA 
applications, but Page's statements denying knowing about a Wikileaks connection 
to Russia, having involvement in the platform committee, or having met with the 
sanctioned Russian officials, or even knowing who one of them was, were not 
included in any of the FISA applications. 

(3} December 15, 2016 

The third consensually monitored meeting between Source 2 and Carter Page 
took place on December 15, 2016, which was several days after Page returned from 
giving a lecture at the New Economic School in Moscow. The New Economic School 
was the university in Moscow where Page had spoken in July 2016. During their 
lunch meeting, Page described his recent trip to Moscow as involving "18 hour days 
for a •.. week." Page also told Source 2 that Page would be traveling back to Moscow 
"after the New Year" and that Page had been invited to Christmas parties at 
Gazprom and Rosneft, but declined those invitations because of recent media 
reports suggesting that Page was being investigated by the FBI. Page also 
complained that media outlets had been "bad mouthing" him earlier that day, and 
told Source 2 that one of the issues Page wanted to discuss was "damage control." 

During the meeting, Page and Source 2 discussed some of the individuals 
who were under consideration for prominent positions in the Trump Administration. 
With respect to President-elect Trump's announcement that he would nominate Rex 
Tillerson to be Secretary of State, Page stated that one of the things Tillerson will 
"get[] hit the worst on" by critics is his relationship with Igor Sechin. However, 
Page added "[t]hey tried it on me ... [and] [t]hey've already played that card so 
they['ve} got to come up with something new." When Source 2 asked Page how 
the Russians viewed Tillerson, Page stated that the Russians are "almost in awe" of 
him, and that they view him as "[s]omeone who has real knowledge as opposed to 
just standard rhetoric that's been in place for 70-some years." 

When asked by Source 2 about where the Russians might take the 
relationship with the United States, Page said that the Russians are "[e]xcited but 
cautious" because the Russians had "been ... burned a lot in the past." Page also told 
Source 2 that he thought the question with respect to the relationship between the 
United States and Russia was whether the United States was going to be "scolding 
or nasty or [have an] actual friendship." 

Source 2 also asked Page about Congressional inquiries into whether the 
Russians had been leaking Hillary Clinton's emails to try to alter the results of the 
presidential election. Page responded by saying that, even if they were to "assume 
[the allegations] are correct," Page believed the real impact was "giving some 
transparency to the actual corruption of ... the people that [the Russians] were 
exposing," and that was important to the functioning of the democratic process 
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because "democracy is based on information." Page told Source 2 that the 
difference between Hillary Clinton's "public versus private positions ... never would 
have come to the forefront" otherwise, and that without such transparency, the 
American people would have been left with "lies and false information." Page 
stated that democracy had been "actually made more pure by this exposure, public 
versus private" of Hillary Clinton's positions, such that the disclosure of her emails 
"actually served a positive role." When Source 2 suggested that information in U.S. 
government elections should not be provided by "actors outside the process," Page 
asked Source 2 "how many times have parties within this town ... the U.S. 
government, interfered in the direction of governments around the world?" Page 
then stated that he had "an even more controversial statement" which was that the 
Russian media organizations RT and Sputnik "may ... warrant a Nobel Peace Prize" for 
"providing this transparency and helping to facilitate a pure democracy." 

Source 2 also asked Page about the think tank they had discussed in their 
October 17, 2016 meeting. Page told Source 2 that he had been talking with the 
New Economic School "a little bit," that "they were actually quite ... positive" about 
the idea, they were thinking about "doing something jointly or ... actually based 
there," and that the New Economic School was "possibly" going to help with the 
financing. Page added that the New Economic School had a "lot of support 
internally ... [f]rom the government. ... High level." When Source 2 asked about 
Page's statement, during their October 17, 2016 meeting, about Russians giving 
Page a "blank check" for the think tank, Page stated that he didn't "know that [he) 
went that far" but that "there was some support ... [andJ this trip proved it." 
According to Page, the New Economic School told him to "come back to us with a 
proposal" and that "very high-level people were quite supportive." Page added that 
he was weighing the "pros and cons" and that "some people have warned [him to] 
be careful with having too much Russia connection for obvious reasons." 

During their meeting, Page used his personal laptop to show Source 2 the 
PowerPoint presentation from his most recent lecture, and then gave Source 2 a 
thumb drive containing a copy of the PowerPoint presentation. Page told Source 2 
that one of Page's comments during the Moscow lecture was a play on Trump's 
phrase "(d]rain the swamp." According to Page, in his lecture he said the 
"reference for U.S.-Russia relations is, '[d]rain the septic tank,"' by which Page 
meant that prior dealings with Moscow could be characterized as "deep 
misunderstandings and ... huge missed opportunities." Page pointed out one of the 
slides from the presentation, which was a "score card" Page had put together 
concerning previous administrations' positions on Russia. In discussing the "score 
card," Page told Source 2 that when Hillary Clinton was Secretary of State in 2011, 
she was interfering with other governments in the same way "that people ... are 
accusing Russia of doing" in the 2016 elections. 

As described in Chapter Seven, the Crossfire Hurricane team incorporated 
some of the information from this December 15, 2016 meeting between Carter 
Page and Source 2 lnto Renewal Application No. 1. 
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(4) January 25, 2017 

The final consensually monitored meeting between Source 2 and Carter Page 
took place on January 25, 2017. None of the information from this meeting was 
included in any of the Carter Page FISA applications. 

During the January 25, 2017 meeting between Page and Source 2, Page 
asked whether Source 2 had ever "come across that [Steele] guy." Source 2 told 
Page that he did not know Steele. Page then stated that the reports were "just so 
false." Page said that he wished the reports "had come out. .. three [or) four months 
earlier because ... all the stuff ... against [Page was] based ... directly upon that." Page 
stated that the reporting, which included "some sort of sex escapade ... discredits 
itself so much" and contains "a lot of factual errors," although Page did not specify 
which part of the reporting he viewed as erroneous. Page characterized the 
reporting as "a bigger fraud" than the allegations of voter fraud made by President 
Trump reported by the media that morning, because Hillary Clinton "was playing 
against [PageJ and ... everyone around [Trump] and this [reporting] is the basis of 
it," which Page described as "complete lies and spin." Page added that, in his view, 
the lies in the reporting were comparable to the obstruction of justice at issue in 
Watergate, because "[o)ne of the key elements of obstruction of justice is false 
evidence" and this "false evidence is directly traceable back to [Hillary 
Clinton]. .. sending this over to ... the authorities at the J. Edgar Hoover building." In 
addition, Page told Source 2 that, according to "the front page of the Wall Street 
Journal," Page was "under surveillance." Page said he thought there was an 
analogy to Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., "[w]here J. Edgar Hoover was all over this 
guy," and that Page felt he was being targeted by those in "positions of power, 
[using] government resources to come after someone [for exercising] freedom of 
speech" because Page had spoken out on his views regarding Russia. Page told 
Source 2 he thought it was "completely outrageous" but that he would have to talk 
to Source 2 "about this offiine ... [because Page was] not going to put this in email or 
[discuss it) on a phone call." 

Page also told Source 2 that Page was scheduled to meet with Steve Bannon 
later that afternoon. At the time, Bannon was President Trump's Chief Strategist. 
Page said he would be "curious to hear" any ideas Source 2 had about ways Page 
could be "helpful" to the Trump Administration. Page asked for Source 2's advice 
on whether Page should "take this [fraud] on aggressively and ... go on the offensive 
and fight back" because the allegations against him are "not going away." Page 
also suggested that if he were offered a position in the Trump Administration and 
went through a Senate confirmation hearing, he could use the opportunity as "a 
way of getting it all out there ... what a complete lie and what a complete sham ... this 
is" and that it was all done "using government resources based on completely false 
evidence." Page said that he wanted to show how "this all started based on 
complete utter lies." Page told Source 2 that he thought Bannon might be 
receptive to this "forward leaning approach" through which the "lies are exposed 
and everyone[] kind of understands how this all came about and the impact." In 
response, Source 2 suggested that the Trump Administration was unlikely to put 
Page "through a Senate confirmation, [because] everybody who objects to [Page's] 
viewpoint on [Russia] will be rounded up and trotted through in front of the 
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cameras" and it would be politically impossible to get the votes needed for 
confirmation. 

Source 2 asked Page whether he had made any more progress on the think 
tank, which Source 2 said could be helpful by undertaking projects "exploring 
how ... international business leads to international political cooperation," for 
example. Source 2 stated that he thought Page "might be able to create something 
useful in London," and added that if Page "could bring some Russian money to the 
table ... [Source 2] might be able to help ... get some US money." Page told Source 2 
that he was concerned about "anything that's sort of balanced, getting that weight 
correct." Page said he was trying to take his time and weigh the pros and cons, but 
also was "kind of anxious ... [based on] conversations last month in Moscow ... [that 
the] momentum is building" toward another potential Cold War. Page said that, 
based on his conversations with Deputy Prime Minister Arkady Dvorkovich, who 
Page described as the "de facto chairman" of the New Economic School, the 
Russians are "fully on board" and want to "get started." But Page said that he was 
concerned that doing this "on that side that can be a black mark for people like 
McCain" who might view it as "[t]oo un-American." When Source 2 asked Page if 
Page could "tie him down to ... a dollar amount...that then [Source 2] can try to 
match" Page responded "a million and a million?" but Source 2 expressed doubt 
about whether Source 2 could raise a million dollars to contribute to the think tank. 

The only other subject of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation that was 
mentioned during the January 25, 2017 conversation was Michael Flynn. Source 2 
asked Page if he knew Flynn "pretty well," and Page responded that he "kind of" 
knew Flynn's "number two." 

As with other denials made by Page to an FBI CHS, these statements about 
the Steele reports were not included in FISA Renewal Application No. 2 or FISA 
Renewal Application No. 3. 

e. Source 2's Meeting on September 1, 2016 with a 
High-Level Trump Campaign Official Who Was Not a 
Subject of the Crossfire Hurricane Investigation 

At the request of the Crossfire Hurricane team, Source 2 also reached out to 
a high-level official of the Trump campaign, who was not a subject of the 
investigation. Source 2 succeeded in arranging a meeting with the high-level 
Trump campaign official on September 1, 2016, and their meeting was consensually 
monitored by the Crossfire Hurricane team. Case Agent 1 told the OIG that this 
meeting occurred after Case Agent l got approval from the OGC Unit Chief to 
consensually monitor the conversation, as required by the DIOG. Priestap told the 
OIG that from an operational standpoint, he personally reviewed and approved the 
operation even though review at his level was not required by the DIOG. McCabe's 
handwritten notes reflect that he was told ahead of time that Source 2 was going to 
be meeting with the high-level Trump campaign official, but McCabe told the OIG 
he did not remember anything specific about that discussion. He added that his 
approval was not required for such an operation, and if he was told ahead of time, 
it was "likely that [he] asked ... who [that] was because that (name] would not 
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have ... stood out to [him} independently." FBI and Department policy did not 
require that the FBI obtain Department approval to consensually monitor this 
conversation. Then Chief of NSD's Counterintelligence and Export Control Section 
(CES) David Laufman told the OIG that he had no recollection of being informed 
that the FBI was planning to consensually monitor a conversation between a CHS 
and a high-level official of the Trump campaign, and we are not aware of any 
Department official having been informed in advance by the FBI. 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that the plan for this meeting was for Source 2 to 
ask the high-level campaign official about Papadopoulos and Carter Page "because 
they were ... unknowns" and the Crossfire Hurricane team was trying to find out how 
"these two individuals who are not known in political circles ... [got] introduced to the 
campaign," including whether the person responsible for those introductions had 
ties to Russian Intelligence Services {RIS). SSA 1 told the OIG that he did not 
remember having a plan in place in case the FBI monitored information that was 
politically sensitive. He told the OIG that "if we received that information and 
recognized it for what it was, our first call would be to our general counsel to talk to 
them about how we need to ingest that." SSA 1 also told the OIG that he did not 
think the Crossfire Hurricane team gathered any of that type of information through 
Source 2's meeting with the high-level campaign official. 

The OGC Unit Chief remembered discussing with the team, with respect to 
the use of Source 2, the need to be careful about First Amendment-protected 
activities. However, she said that her concern about a CHS collecting that type of 
information arises if the operation seeks information falling outside the authorized 
purpose of the investigation or if the FBI is "broadly disseminating that information 
and/or using it in a way that would undermine or promote" one candidate or the 
other. The OGC Unit Chief said the Crossfire Hurricane investigation did not really 
raise that concern, because the FBI did not seek information outside the authorized 
purpose of the investigation and was not disseminating the information it gathered 
from the CHSs or using it "in a way that would expose it to people that didn't need 
to know it." The OGC Unit Chief also said that her main concern about CHSs 
interacting with members of the Trump campaign was ensuring that CHSs were not 
"influencing steps the campaign was going to take." 

Priestap told the OIG he remembered multiple meetings where the team 
discussed the objectives of having Source 2 engage with members of the Trump 
campaign and former members of the Trump campaign, and the "need to steer 
clear" of collecting campaign information "deal[ing] with policies, plans, staffing 
decisions, [or] anything related." Priestap also said that "it's not always 
possible ... [o]nce people start talking" to a source to stay on point, because the 
target of the operation may tell a source about the topic that interests the FBI, as 
well as a lot of additional information. He added that "the FBI tries really hard to 
take the information we're authorized to collect and to disregard the information it 
[isn't], no matter how embarrassing, scintillating, or whatever else that information 
might be to others." 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that none of the information collected from 
monitoring Source 2's conversation with the high-level Trump campaign official was 
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ever used in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. He said that the team 
determined that "the conversation wasn't germane to any of the investigative 
activity we were taking, so we didn't do anything with that." We found that the 
Crossfire Hurricane team did not transcribe the meeting. Instead, Case Agent 1 
said that the consensual monitoring was "check[ed] .. .into evidence and that was 
about it. We didn't do anything with that conversation." 

We reviewed the consensual monitoring of the September 1, 2016 meeting 
between Source 2 and the high-level Trump campaign official who was not a 
subject of the investigation. 468 In the consensual monitoring, Source 2 raised a 
number of issues that were pertinent to the investigation, but received little 
information in response. For example, Source 2 asked whether the Trump 
campaign was planning an "October Surprise." The high-level Trump campaign 
official responded that the real issue was that the Trump campaign needed to "give 
people a reason to vote for him, not just vote against Hillary." When asked about 
the allegations of Russian interference in the 2016 elections, the high-level Trump 
campaign official told Source 2: 

Honestly, I think for the average voter it's a non-starter. I think in 
this city [Washington, D.C.] it's a big deal. I think in New York it's a 
big deal, but I think from the perspective of the average voter, I just 
don't think they make the connection. 

The high-level Trump campaign official added that in his view, the key for the 
Trump campaign "is to say what we have said all along-we need to raise the level 
of abstraction, we need to talk about the security of the election system, which 
includes things like voter IDs." 

Source 2 also asked about George Papadopoulos, who the high-level Trump 
campaign official described as "very eager" and "a climber." The high-level 
campaign official added that he was "always suspicious of people like that." The 
high-level campaign official described Carter Page as a "treasure," but agreed with 
Source 2 that Carter Page is "ambiguous" in his thinking, and that it can be hard to 
get a clear answer out of him. When Source 2 asked whether the Trump campaign 
needed to do something to put the ideas raised by Carter Page's Moscow speech in 
perspective, the high-level campaign official told Source 2 that "it's not that it's not 
important," but that the campaign official was "not sure it was something that in 
the grand scheme of things rises to the level of the campaign making an open 
effort" to do "other than to say we should never have any interference in our 
electoral process." As for the relationship between candidate Trump and Manafort, 
Source 2 was told that the high-level campaign official thought Trump and Manafort 
did not "ever hit it off" and that Manafort "was trying to do a traditional campaign, 
and Mr. Trump wasn't buying it." The high-level campaign official made a few 
additional comments about the internal structure, organization, and functioning of 

468 At the beginning of this consensual monitoring, Source 2 has a brief conversation with the 
FBI agent. The FBI agent clearly instructs Source 2 that, in meeting with the high-level campaign 
official, "consistent with our theme .. .listen to him, talk to him with your points, we are not directing 
you to join the campaign." 
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the Trump campaign. During the conversation, Source 2 and the high-level 
campaign official also discussed issues unrelated to the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, such as an internal campaign debate about Trump's immigration 
strategy, efforts to reach out to minority groups and the impact of those efforts, 
and the campaign's strategies for responding to questions about Trump's decision 
not to release his tax returns. We found no evidence that any information 
contained on the consensual monitoring was put to any use by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team. 

f. Source 2's Meetings with George Papadopoulos 

At the direction of the Crossfire Hurricane team, Source 2 invited 
Papadopoulos to meet with Source 2 in September 2016, to discuss a project. Case 
Agent 1 said that the Crossfire Hurricane team thought it would play to 
"Papadopoulos's ego to help take part in a project." The project was based on 
Papadopoulos's past writings about the Leviathan oil fields off the coast of Israel 
and Turkey, and was not related to Papadopoulos's role in the Trump campaign. 
The FBI, through Source 2, covered the costs of Papadopoulos's travel, and paid 
Papadopoulos $3,000 for the project. 

The Crossfire Hurricane case agents told the OIG that they were trying to 
recreate the conditions that resulted in Papadopoulos's comments to the FFG 
officials about the suggestion from Russia that it could assist the Trump campaign 
by anonymously releasing derogatory information about presidential candidate 
Hillary Clinton, which we described in Chapter Three. Case Agent 1 said that by 
taking Papadopoulos to another country, Papadopoulos might "feel a little freer to 
talk outside the confines of the United States and ... repeat that conversation" he had 
with the FFG officials. Case Agent 3 said that it made sense to take him there, 
"have a political discussion over a couple drinks and reproduce" Papadopoulos's 
statements to the representative of the FFG if possible. 

The members of the Crossfire Hurricane team who traveled for the operation 
were Case Agent 1, Case Agent 2, and the SOS. The written plan for the operation 
stated that Papadopoulos would meet with Source 2 to discuss the project. The 
written plan stated that during that time "there will be ample opportunity and 
various angles to have [Papadopoulos] expound on the initial comments made in 
May 2016" to the FFG regarding the anonymous release of emails by the Russians 
that would damage the Clinton presidential campaign. 

SSA 1 told the OIG that it was his understanding that FBI executive 
managers were "briefed consistently" during the planning for this operation, and 
orally approved the operation before it took place. 469 Case Agent 1 said that he did 
not remember any FBI managers voicing concerns about this operation. Priestap 

469 There is no requirement in the CHSPG for the FBI to inform the Department of 
extraterritorial CHS operations in support of national security investigations. In fact, the CHSPG 
states: "Pursuant to the AG memo dated May 5, 2006, the AG delegated to the FBI Director the 
authority to approve national security [extraterritorial} operations," which the Director then delegated 
to the Assistant Director. 
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told the OIG that he recalled being aware of the operation and approving it. 
McCabe told the OIG that he did not remember knowing ahead of time that the FBI 
was going to be consensually monitoring Source 2's meetings, but that approval for 
such an operation by the Deputy Director was not required. 

The OGC Unit Chief told the OIG that because the operation targeted 
Papadopoulos individually and wasn't directed at anything related to the campaign, 
she thought that it was appropriate. She said that her main concern about using 
Source 2 to interact with members of the Trump campaign was ensuring that 
Source 2 was not "influencing steps the campaign was going to take" and that 
"asking questions of Papadopoulos to collect information did not raise those kinds of 
concerns." Priestap signed the formal authorization for the operation on September 
15, 2016, the day the operation concluded. SSA 1 told the OIG that it was "just 
standard practice ... [to] get verbal authority" before such an operation and to have 
the paperwork "signed after the fact." 

(1) September 15, 2016 Brunch Meeting with 
Source 2 and Papadopoulos 

On September 15, 2016, Papadopoulos met for brunch with Source 2 and to 
discuss the project. The meeting was consensually monitored by the FBI, and later 
transcribed. Much of the conversation between Source 2 and Papadopoulos 
concerned Papadopou!os's academic pursuits, his work with the Hudson Institute, 
and his research on the Arab Spring, Greek energy production, and the strategic 
importance of Cyprus. During the meeting, Source 2 told Papadopoulos that the 
paper Papadopoulos was writing should focus on geopolitical dimensions in the 
eastern Mediterranean, including the energy sector and Russia's engagement with 
the Israelis. Source 2 offered Papadopoulos $3,000 for the paper, and asked for 
Papadopoulos to complete it within three weeks. 

During the meeting, Source 2 told Papadopoulos that Carter Page "always 
says nice things about you." Papadopoulos told Source 2 that although Carter Page 
was one of the campaign's "Russian people," Page "has never actually met 
Trump ... [and] hasn't actually advised him on Russia ... [but] [h]e might be advising 
him indirectly through [another campaign official]." Papadopoulos also told Source 
2 that General Flynn "does want to cooperate with the Russians and the Russians 
are willing to ... embrace adult issues." As for Papadopoulos's own connections with 
Russia, Papadopoulos told Source 2 he thought that "we have to be wary of the 
Russians" and mentioned that "they actually invited me to their .. .faith talk. I didn't 
go though. 0 Papadopoulos explained to Source 2 that he made the decision not to 
go because It is "just too sensitive ... [as an] advisor on the campaign trail...especially 
with what is going [on] with Paul Manafort." Source 2 also asked Papadopoulos 
about the possibility of the public release of additional information that would be 
harmful to Hillary Clinton's campaign. Papadopoulos responded that Julian Assange 
of Wikileaks had said in public statements to "get ready for October ... [butJ 
[wJhatever that means no one knows." 

As a result of this brunch meeting, the Crossfire Hurricane team assessed 
that Papadopoulos was "responding in a deferential mode" to Source 2, and decided 
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that Source 2 would set a follow-up meeting for drinks with Papadopoulos later that 
afternoon "to ask direct questions ... pertaining to the Crossfire Hurricane predicating 
material." 

(2) September 15, 2016 Evening Meeting with 
Source 2 and Papadopoulos 

On the evening of September 15, 2016, Source 2 and Papadopoulos met for 
pre-dinner drinks and further discussion. The meeting was consensually monitored 
by the FBI, and later transcribed. According to the executive summary written by 
Case Agent 2 after the operation, the goal of this meeting was for Source 2 to ask 
Papadopoulos direct questions about whether the Trump campaign benefitted from, 
or anyone in the Trump campaign had knowledge of, Russian assistance or the 
Wikileaks release of information that was damaging to the Clinton campaign. 

When Source 2 initially asked about Wikileaks, Papadopoulos commented 
that with respect to Assange "no one knows what he's going to release" and that he 
could release information on Trump as a "ploy to basically dismantle ... [or} undercut 
the ... next President of the United States regardless of who it's going to be." 
Papadopoulos also stated that "no one has proven that the Russians actually did the 
hacking," then continued to discuss hacking by pointing out that he had "actually 
had a few .. .Israelis trying to hack" his cell phone, which Papadopoulos said 
"shocked" him because he had "done some sensitive work for that government," 
and he said the Israelis had "allowed [him] quite a high level of access." 
Papadopoulos also stated that "no one else" did the work that he did for the 
Israelis, and that it had led "some folks [to] joke ... [that Papadopoulos] should go 
into the CIA after this if (Trump] ends up losing." 

Later in the conversation, Source 2 asked Papadopoulos directly whether help 
"from a third party like WikiLeaks for example or some other third party like the 
Russians, could be incredibly helpful" in securing a campaign victory. Papadopoulos 
responded: 

Well as a campaign, of course, we don't advocate for this type of 
activity because at the end of the day it's, ah, illegal. First and 
foremost it compromises the US national security and third it sets a 
very bad precedence [sic].... So the campaign does not advocate for 
this, does not support what is happening. The indirect consequences 
are out of our hands.... [F]or example, our campaign is 
not...engag[ing] or reaching out to wlki leaks or to the whoever it is to 
tell them please work with us, collaborate because we don't, no one 
does that.... Unless there's something going on that I don't know 
which I don't because I don't think anybody would risk their, their life, 
ah, potentially going to prison over doing something like that. 
Um ... because at the end of the day, you know, it's an illegal, it's an 
illegal activity. Espionage is, ah, treason. This is a form of treason ...• 
I mean that's why, you know, it became a very big issue when Mr. 
Trump said, "Russia if you're listening .... " Do you remember? ... And 
you know we had to retract it because, of course, he didn't mean for 
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them to actively engage in espionage but the media then took and ran 
with it. 

When Source 2 raised the issue again, Papadopoulos added: 

to run a shop like that...of course it's illegal. No one's looking 
to ... obvious!y get into trouble like that and, you know, as far as I 
understand that's, no one's collaborating, there's been no collusion 
and it's going to remain that way. But the media, of course, wants to 
take a statement that Trump made, an off-the-cuff statement, about 
[how] Russia helped find the 30,000 emails and use that as a tool to 
advance their [story] ... that Trump is ... a stooge and if he's elected he'll 
permit the Russians to have carte blanche throughout Eastern Europe 
and the Middle East while the Americans sit back and twiddle their 
thumbs. And that's not correct.470 

The meeting ended with Papadopoulos offering to introduce Source 2 to more 
members of the Trump campaign team, and offering to set up a follow-up meeting 
the next time Source 2 is in Washington, D.C. Source 2 advised Papadopoulos that 
Source 2 did not "really want to be in government again" but was "wanting to help 
on China" and willing to provide Papadopoulos with written materials, such as 
speeches and pre-position papers, which might be helpful on foreign policy issues 
involving China. 

Case Agent 1 told the OIG that Papadopoulos's "response to the direct 
questions seemed weird" to the Crossfire Hurricane team because it "seemed 
rehearsed and almost rote." Case Agent 1 added that at these points In the 
conversation, Papadopoulos "went from a free-flowing conversation with [Source 2] 
to almost a canned response. You could tell in the demeanor of how 
[Papadopoulos] changed his tone, and to [the Crossfire Hurricane team] it seemed 
almost rehearsed." Case Agent 1 emailed SSA 1 and others to report that 
Papadopoulos "gave ... a canned answer, which he was probably prepped to say 
when asked." According to Case Agent 1, it remained a topic of conversation on 
the Crossfire Hurricane team for days afterward whether Papadopoulos had "been 
coached by a legal team to deny" any involvement because of the "noticeable 
change" in "the tenor of the conversation." 

Case Agent 2 told the OIG that his concern after Papadopoulos's meetings 
with Source 2 was that the team was not "any closer to answering the question of 
whether ... any of these guys have information on penetration" of the Trump 
campaign. Case Agent 3 added that because Papadopoulos "made statements 
about doing sensitive work for [a foreign] government" that opened a new area of 
inquiry with respect to Papadopoulos's foreign contacts. 

SSA 1 told the OIG that his main observation was that when Papadopoulos 
was pushed for answers, he seemed to have a "prepared statement. It sounded 

470 As described in Chapters Five and Seven, none of the Carter Page FISA applications 
advised the FISC of Papadopoulos's denials to Source 2 that the Trump campaign had any 
involvement in the release of DNC emails by Wikileaks. 
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like a lawyer wrote it." OGC Deputy General Counsel Trisha Anderson similarly said 
that, when she learned of Papadopoulos's responses in 2018 while working on the 
Rule 13 Letter to the FISC (described in Chapter Eight), she viewed them as "self­
serving" and "sound[ing) like a lawyered statement." SSA 1 said that, as a result 
of Source 2's meetings with Papadopoulos, SSA 1 did not have any concerns that 
the information gathered intruded upon planning or strategy of the Trump 
campaign. 

2. Source 3 

Case Agent 3 and an Intelligence Analyst identified Source 3 as an individual 
with a connection to Papadopoulos who may be willing to act as a CHS, based on 
statements Source 3 had made to the FBI several years prior, during an interview 
in an unrelated investigation. Source 3 had never previously worked for the FBI as 
a CHS, and the Delta records for Source 3 state that the opening of this CHS "was 
accelerated due to operational necessity." 

Case Agent 3 said that he considered Source 3 to be a reliable CHS because 
Source 3 was always available when the FBI needed Source 3, provided good 
descriptions of the conversations with Papadopoulos, and the summaries that 
Source 3 provided to the FBI were corroborated by the consensual monitoring. The 
FBI performed a human source validation review on Source 3 in 2017, and 
recommended Source 3 for continued operation. 

Papadopoulos and Source 3 met multiple times between October 2016 and 
June 2017, all of which occurred after the FBI understood that Papadopoulos had 
ceased working on the Trump campaign.471 All but one of their meetings were 
consensually monitored by the FBI; however, not all of them were transcribed by 
the FBI. Instead, Case Agent 3 said that he and the Intelligence Analyst would 
review the recordings to find portions that were of investigative interest, and those 
portions were written up or reviewed. 

Case Agent 3 told the OIG that, with respect to Source 3, the topics that 
Case Agent 3 "was interested in didn't pertain to the [Trump] campaign. They 

• 11 The precise date that Papadopoulos left the Trump campaign is unclear. Case Agent 3 told 
the OIG that it was his understanding that Papadopoulos left the Trump campaign on October 4, 2016. 
We noted that, on October 10, 2016, Papadopoulos sent a text message stating that he was "no 
longer with the campaign." However, we also reviewed a text message that Papadopoulos sent to a 
different contact on October 17, 2016, stating that he was still working for the Trump campaign, but 
that he was "laying low" after getting in trouble for comments during an "interview on Russia." The 
Special Counsel's Report stated that Papadopoulos was dismissed from the Trump campaign in early 
October 2016, after the September 30, 2016 publication of an interview he gave to a Russian news 
agency created negative publicity. See The Special Counsel's Report, Vol. I at 93 & n. 492. In his 
interview with the House Judiciary Committee and House Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight on October 25, 2018, Papadopoulos said that the date he was removed from the campaign 
was unclear, and that he did not think he "ever really left the campaign." See Transcript of Interview 
of George Papadopoulos before the House Judiciary Committee and House Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight, October 25, 2018, 133. For the purpose of this report, we have used early 
October as the approximate date of Papadopoulos's separation from the Trump campaign, as that is 
the date that the FBI believed such separation occurred. 
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pertained to Russia and [another foreign country], with regard to whatever 
Papadopoulos was doing." Case Agent 3 said the guidance he gave to Source 3 was 
that the FBI was "interested in these foreign activities, and we're not interested in 
the campaign stuff." 

Case Agent 3 told the OIG that Source 3 collected information about 
Papadopoulos's contacts with Russians through their monitored conversations. 
However, Case Agent 3 said that the consensual monitoring revealed that 
Papadopoulos had contacts with, and an interest in selling access to the United 
States government, which Case Agent 3 said he pursued as a separate "prong" of 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Case Agent 3 said that, as a result, he 
"pivoted with the source to try to passively collect the Russia stuff and bring that up 
subtly during conversation" while collecting information about Papadopoulos's 
contacts with the other foreign government. Case Agent 3 also said that the 
monitored conversations between Source 3 and Papadopoulos gave the FBI 
information about how Papadopoulos "reacts to different topics ... [which] was 
incredibly useful" in the FBI's preparation to interview Papadopoulos. 

We reviewed the transcripts of two conversations between Source 3 and 
Papadopoulos that were monitored prior to the November 8, 2016 elections. In the 
first consensually monitored conversation, during the third week of October 2016, 
Papadopoulos described how he had worked for the presidential campaign of Ben 
Carson before joining the Trump campaign, and that when he was with the Trump 
campaign, he "set up a meeting with ... [t]he President of Egypt and Trump." 
Papadopoulos also told Source 3 that, since leaving the Trump campaign, 
Papadopoulos had ''transitioned into like my own private brand.'' Papadopoulos 
later stated he was "still with ... the campaign indirectly" and that he had made "a lot 
of cool [connections] and I'm going to see what's going to happen after the 
election." He added that he had learned "[i]t's all about connections now days, 
man." Papadopoulos did not say much about Russia during the first conversation 
with Source 3, otherthan to mention a "friend Sergey ... (who] lives in ... Brooklyn," 
and invite Source 3 to travel with Papadopoulos to Russia in the summertime. 

In the second consensually monitored conversation, at the end of October 
2016, Papadopoulos told Source 3 that Papadopoulos had been "on the front page 
of Russia's biggest newspaper" for an interview he had given 2 to 3 weeks earlier. 
Papadopoulos said that he was asked "[w]hat's Mr. Trump going to do about Russia 
if he wins, what are your thoughts on ISIS, what are your thoughts on this?" and 
stated that he did not "understand why the U.S. has such a problem with Russia." 
Papadopoulos also said that he thinks Putin "exudes power, confidence." When 
Source 3 asked Papadopoulos if he had ever met Putin, Papadopoulos said that he 
was invited "to go and thank God I didn't go though." Papadopoulos said that it 
was a "weird story" from when he "was working at ... this law firm in London" that 
involved a guy who was "well connected to the Russian government." 
Papadopoulos also said that he was introduced to "Putin's niece" and the Russian 
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Ambassador in London.472 Papadopoulos did not elaborate on the story, but he 
added that he needed to figure out 

how I'm going monetize it, but I have to be an idiot not to monetize it, 
get it? Even if [Trump] loses. If anything, I feel like if he loses 
probably could be better for my personal business because if he wins 
I'm going to be in some bureaucracy I can't do jack ... , you know? 

Papadopoulos added that there are plenty of people who aren't even smart who are 
cashing in, and asked Source 3 "Do you know how many Members of Congress I've 
met that know jack ... about anything? Except what their advisors tell them? ... They 
can barely put a sentence together.... I'm talking about Members of Congress 
dude." In other portions of the conversation with Source 3, Papadopoulos repeated 
that what he really wanted to figure out was how to "monetize ... [his] connections" 
because Papadopoulos felt like he knew "a lot of Ambassadors ... (and] a lot of 
Presidents." Papadopoulos said that once the election was over, Papadopoulos was 
going 

to sit down and systematically write who I know, what they want, and 
how I can leverage that because if you know like government guys 
and ambassadors you should be making money, that's all I know 
because there's not one person I know who has those connections that 
isn't making ... money. 

He observed that what he had to "sell is access," and "[t]hat's what people pay 
millions of dollars for every year. It's the cleanest job." 

However, when Source 3 asked Papadopoulos whether Papadopoulos thought 
"Russia's playing a big game in this election," Papadopoulos said he believed "That's 
all bull[]." Papadopoulos said "[n]o one knows who's hacking [the DNC] .... Could 
be the Chinese, could be the Iranians, it could be some Bernie ... supporters." 
Papadopoulos added that arguments about the Russians are "all...consplracy 
theories." He said that he knew "for a fact" that no one from the Trump campaign 
had anything to do with releasing emails from the DNC, because Papadopoulos said 
he had "been working with them for the last nine months.... And all of this stuff has 
been happening, what, the last four months?" Papadopoulos added that he had 
been asked the same question by Source 2. Papadopoulos said he believed Source 
2 was going to go 

and tell the CIA or something if I'd have told him something else. I 
assume that's why he was asking. And I told him, absolutely not.. . .it's 
illegal, you know, to do that.... 

The FBI did not inform OI of these conversations at the time they occurred and, as 
described in Chapters Seven and Eight, the subsequent FISA renewal applications 

472 As described in The Special Counsel's Report, Papadopoulos later learned that the woman 
he had met was not actually Putin's niece. See The Special Counsel's Report, Vol. I at 84 & n.424. 
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on Carter Page did not include these statements. In its July 12, 2018 Rule 13 
Letter to the FISC, NSD advised the court of this information. 

B. Other CHSs Who Were Not Tasked As Part of Crossfire 
Hurricane 

In our review, we also learned that, in 2016, the FBI had several other CHSs 
with either a connection to candidate Trump or a role in the Trump campaign. 
Some of these sources were known to and available for use by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team during the 2016 presidential campaign, while others were not. 

As one example, the Crossfire Hurricane team received general information 
about Page and Manafort in August 2016 from one such CHS. This CHS was not 
involved in the presidential campaign but, according to the Handling Agent, knew 
candidate Trump and had been in contact with the candidate. The Handling Agent 
for this CHS told the OIG that he was given "zero context" about the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation, "told absolutely nothing." According to the Handling Agent, 
the information the CHS provided about Page was "open-source information" that 
was "[ a Jll over the Internet." The Handling Agent also said that, once FBI 
Headquarters received this general information, the "matter was dropped." We 
found no evidence that any members of the Crossfire Hurricane team ever 
suggested inserting this CHS into the Trump campaign to gather investigative 
information. SSA 1 told the OIG "that was not what we were looking to do." SSA 1 
added that the Crossfire Hurricane team was "looking for information about the 
predicate, and didn't want it to be construed later ... as something other than what 
we were really after."473 

473 SSA 1 did contact the Handling Agent for this CHS after the November 8, 2016 election, 
and asked for "a read-out from your CHS regarding possible positions in administration." SSA 1 told 
the OIG that he sent this email because he thought that the CHS might receive "a position somewhere 
in the administration" which would become a "sensitive matter that we would need to handle 
differently." In late November 2016, the Handling Agent met with the CHS. The Handling Agent later 
wrote a document stating one purpose of the meeting was "to obtain insight regarding the upcoming 
Trump Administration following the recent U.S. Presidential elections." We asked the members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team about this statement in the document. SSA 1 told the OIG that he had never 
seen this document before and that this was not what he intended the Handling Agent to discuss with 
the CHS. Priestap told the OIG that this statement "absolutely" would have raised concerns if he had 
learned of it in real time. He said he was not aware that this type of information was being collected 
from a CHS and that he "hope[d] it was misstated [in the document], because we don't, weil, it's not 
what we should be doing." The Handling Agent told the OIG that, to him, the phrase "obtain insight" 
was a synonym for asking a "[p]ersonal opinion/ and that he was just making "small talk" with the 
CHS, the way you would expect to converse with those "tied to political circles" immediately following 
an election. The Handling Agent added that this information was "not investigative in nature" and was 
not placed into any case file. The Handling Agent's SSA said that "because the Trump 
Administration ... was not under any kind of investigation" by her squad, she was not concerned about 
this sentence when she saw it, and she understood it to be written in the general context of 
preparation for the CHS's meeting with a foreign intelligence officer unrelated to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation. The Handling Agent added that he was not aware of this document being 
shared with or accessible to the Crossfire Hurricane team, and we found no evidence that members of 
the Crossfire Hurricane team ever received this document. 
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We also learned about a different CHS who at one point held a position in the 
Trump campaign. However, by the time that the CHS told his/her Handling Agent 
about this Involvement, the CHS was no longer part of the Trump campaign. After 
Crossfire Hurricane team members learned about this CHS, they reviewed the 
CHS's file, but did not task the CHS as part of the investigation. The OGC Attorney 
told the OIG that he distinctly remembered the OGC Unit Chief "strongly advising 
[the Crossfire Hurricane agents] to be cautious with this particular CHS." Case 
Agent 1 recalled that, because this CHS was "at one point...part of the 
campaign ... we just said, hey, hands off." Documents in the CHS's Delta file reflect 
that the Handling Agent minimized contact with the CHS because of the CHS's 
campaign activities, even though the CHS was no longer involved in the Trump 
campaign.474 

As part of our review, we also discovered an October 2016 email written to 
SSA 1 by an Intelligence Analyst on the Crossfire Hurricane team. The email copied 
information out of a CHS's Delta file stating that the CHS is "scheduled to attend a 
'private' national security forum with Donald Trump" in October 2016, after which 
the CHS will provide "an update on the Trump meeting." However, none of the 
Crossfire Hurricane case agents remembered knowing that any FBI CHS had been 
scheduled to attend a private forum with candidate Trump. SSA 1 told the OIG he 
did not remember this CHS "at all" and had no information about whether the CHS 
actually attended such a meeting. The Handling Agent for this CHS told the OIG 
that what was described in the document was a gathering at a hotel that was "more 
of a ... campaign speech or campaign discussion" and "more like a campaign stop 
than a meeting." The Handling Agent told the OIG he could not remember if the 
CHS ended up attending or not, and added that he "would certainly not be tasking a 
source to go attend some private meeting with a candidate, any candidate, for 
president or for other office, to collect the information on what that candidate is 
saying." We found no evidence that this CHS ever reported any information 
collected from a meeting with Trump or a Trump campaign event. 

Although the Crossfire Hurricane team was aware of these CHSs during the 
2016 presidential campaign, we were told that operational use of these CHSs would 

474 The email stating that the CHS would not be used in Crossfire Hurricane said: 

A~er careful consideration, the CROSSFIRE HURRICANE team has decided, at this 
time, it is best to utilize your CHS as a passive listening post regarding any 
observations [he/she] has of the campaign so far. Base[d] on current, on-going 
operations/developments in the CROSSFIRE HURRICANE investigation, we are not 
going to directly task or sensitize the CHS at this point in time. We appreciate (your] 
assistance in this matter and remain interested in any campaign related reporting that 
you guys may receive from the CHS during normal debriefs. 

Case Agent 2, who wrote the email, told the O!G that the email was "incorrect" and what he was 
asking for was any information about attempts by Russia "to screw around with the campaign or the 
elections." He also acknowledged that it was "a mistake" not to make that clear in the email. The 
Handling Agent for this CHS told the OIG he "dismissed the e-mail ... outright" because the CHS was 
"not even in the campaign" by that time. He added that within the field office, they had "made the 
decision ... that we weren't touching this ... right prior to a Presidential election." We found no evidence 
that the Crossfire Hurricane team received any Information from this CHS in response to Case Agent 
2'semail. 
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not have furthered the investigation, and so these CHSs were not tasked with any 
investigative activities. Moreover, SSA 1 told the OIG that the members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team "never [had] any intent, never any desire ... to 
collect...campaign or privileged information with regard to the presidential election." 

We also learned of two other FBI CHSs, one of whom held a osition -
and the other of whom 

e found no evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
ever knew about the CHS who held a position ■••··••■llllilliliand, 
accordingly, no evidence that the CHS was tasked to do anything as part of the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

With respect to the CHS with connections to 
■ , the Handling Agent told the OIG that this CHS regularly 

provides "a ton of information on all sorts of things" to the FBI without being tasked 
and brings "reams of information" to their meetings. In March 2017, after the 
campaign had ended, the CHS voluntaril rovided his her Handlin A ent with five 
sets of documents on multi le to ics 

. According to the 
Handling Agent, this was not information that he had asked the CHS to obtain or 
provide to the FBI. The Handling Agent told the OIG that the CHS gave the 

to the FBI because the CHS "thought it was of interest to 
the U.S. government." The Handling Agent placed the materials into the FBI's 
fiies.475 Also in March 2017, the Handling Agent forwarded the 
- to his supervisor, who sent lt to FBI Headquarters, after which it was provided 
to the Crossfire Hurricane team for review.476 Later, the Handling Agent learned 
from the CHS 
-· An Intelligence Analyst assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane team asked the 
Handling Agent······•···· from the CHS, which the Handling 
Agent placed in the FBI's files and sent to the Crossfire Hurricane team. The 
Crossfire Hurricane Intelligence Analyst who reviewed ■••· advised Crossfire 
Hurricane su ervisors and case agents that there was not "an thin si nificant" in 

. Moreover the Crossfire Hurricane team 

The OGC Unit Chief told the OIG she had no concerns about the Crossfire 
Hurricane team receiving 

was over and that, because the focus of the Crossfire Hurricane 

475 We notified the FBI upon learning during our review that 
the CHS had provided to the FBI were still maintained in FBI files. 

materials that 

476 The Handling Agent for this CHS and the Handling Agent's SSA were aware that FBI 
Headquarters was conducting a "special" investigation because the Handling Agent assisted the 
Crossfire Hurricane team by serving a court order in October 2016 related to the investigation. 
However, neither the Handling Agent nor his SSA was provided any information about the nature or 
scope of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 
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investigation was "trying to identify whether or not the Russians had infiltrated or 
were working with U.S. persons associated with the Trump campaign, ... [it] would 
have been fine to collect it either during the campaign or afterwards" because it 
went to "the heart of the question of whether or not there was any sort of 
conspiracy." 

The 
Handling Agent said he was aware that the CHS "may have had some political 
meanderings toward ... ,illlilliliiiililliliiiiii, and was trying to be associated with 
that," but the Handling Agent did not understand, or inquire about, the full extent 
of the CHS's involvement. The SSA in the field office who su ervised the Handlin 
Agent told the OIG that he had no memory of knowing 

. He characterized the CHS's 
involvement as the source's "hobby" or "outside interests." He said: 

the FBI did not have a source in the campaign, 
, that we didn't even know 

about at the time or didn't care about at the time. 

He said that, in his view, any ■■■■■■■■I "was totally separate from [the 
CHS's] work with the FBI." He added that, because the CHS was a Trump 
supporter, he was "not worried about [the source] trying to provide information or 
getting dirty information on Trump." He said any suggestion this CHS "was 
directed to damage or investigate the Trump Administration is just absurd."477 

m We reviewed the text and instant messages sent and received by the Handling Agent, the 
co-case Handling Agent, and the SSA for this CHS, which reflect their support for Trump in the 2016 
elections. On November 9, the day after the election, the SSA contacted another FBI employee via an 
instant messaging program to discuss some recent CHS reporting regarding the Clinton Foundation 
and offered that ~if you hear talk of a special prosecutor .. .! will volunteer to work [on] the Clinton 
Foundation." The SSA's November 9, 2016 instant messages also stated that he "was so elated with 
the election" and compared the election coverage to "watching a Superbowl comeback.• The SSA 
explained this comment to the OIG by saying that he "fully expected Hillary Clinton to walk away with 
the election. But as the returns [came] in ... it was just energizing to me to see .... [because] I didn't 
want a criminal to be in the White House." 

On November 9, 2016, the Handling Agent and co-case Handling Agent for this CHS also 
discussed the results of the election in an instant message exchange that reads: 

Handling Agent: "Trump!" 

Co•Case Handling Agent: "Hahaha. Shit just got real." 

Handling Agent: "Yes it did." 

Co-Case Handling Agent: "I saw a lot of scared MFers on ... [my way to work] this 
morning. Start looking for new jobs fellas. Haha." 

Handling Agent: "LOL" 
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No one involved with the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, including Strzok, 
Priesta and Come knew about this CHS during the campaign, or when the CHS 

, or when the CHS met with 
• Priestap told the OIG he "did not know it was 

happening," and that, as the AD of the Counterintelligence Division, he "absolutely" 
should have been told that there was an active FBI CHS with access to 

. He said that, no matter what level 
of approval was required to continue operating such a CHS, that as a matter of 
"common sense" this was a situation where "[tJhe bosses need to know." We make 
a recommendation in Chapter Eleven to address this issue. We found no evidence 
that this CHS was tasked by the FBI to interact with any members of the Trump 
campaign, transition team, or Administration. 

v. ODNI Strategic Intelligence Briefing Provided to Candidate Trump, 
Flynn, and Another Trump Campaign Advisor 

As we described in Chapter Three, the FBI decided not to conduct defensive 
briefings for any members of the Trump campaign about the information the FFG 
provided to the U.S. government that served as the predicate for opening Crossfire 
Hurricane. However, we learned during the course of our review that, during the 
presidential election campaign, the FBI was invited by ODNI to provide a baseline 
counterintelligence and security briefing (security briefing) as part of ODNI's 
strategic intelligence briefing given to members of both the Trump campaign and 
the Clinton campaign, consistent with ODNI's and the FBI's practice in prior 
presidential election cycles. We also learned that, because Flynn was expected to 
attend the first such briefing for members of the Trump campaign on August 17, 
2016, the FBI viewed that briefing as a possible opportunity to collect information 
potentially relevant to the Crossfire Hurricane and Flynn investigations. We found 
no evidence that the FBI consulted with Department leadership or ODNI officials 
about this plan. 

In the first week of August 2016, the FBI's Presidential Transition Team 
requested that CD begin preparations for providing unclassified "counterintelligence 
awareness" briefings to the transition teams for the Trump and Clinton campaigns. 
The FBI participated in strategic intelligence briefings conducted by ODNI on August 
17, 2016, for Trump and his selected advisors, including Flynn; and on August 27, 
2016, for Clinton and her selected advisors. The FBI also participated in ODNI 
strategic intelligence briefings for members of each campaign: on August 31, 
2016, to Trump campaign staff; on August 31, 2016, to Clinton campaign staff; on 
September 8, 2016, to Vice Presidential candidate Tim Kaine; and on September 9, 
2016, to Vice Presidential candidate Michael Pence. 

Co-Case Handling Agent: "Come January I'm going to just get a big bowl of popcorn 
and sit back and watch." 

Handling Agent: 'That's hilarious!" 
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The FBI selected SSA 1, the supervisor for the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, to provide the FBI security briefings for Trump and Clinton.478 SSA 1 
told us that one of the reasons for his selection was that ODNI had informed the 
FBI that one of the two Trump campaign advisors attending the August 17 briefing 
would be Flynn. He further stated that the briefing provided him "the opportunity 
to gain assessment and possibly have some level of familiarity with [Flynn]. So, 
should we get to the point where we need to do a subject interview .. .! would have 
that to fall back on." Asked to explain what he meant by "assessment," the SSA 1 
continued, 

[Flynn's] overall mannerisms. That overall mannerisms and then also 
if there was anything specific to Russia, or anything specific to our 
investigation that was mentioned by him, or quite frankly we had 
an ... investigation, right. And any of the other two individuals in the 
room, if they, any kind of admission, or overhear, whatever it was, I 
was there to record that. 

SSA 1 told us that he did not recall specific internal FBI discussions about 
having him provide the FBI security briefings for Trump and Clinton, but believes 
that the group who likely would have been part of any such discusslons-Strzok, 
the Intel Section Chief, and possibly Lisa Page-shared a general understanding of 
the reasons for doing so. SSA 1 also told us that using an opportunity to interact 
with the subject of an investigation is not unusual for the FBI, and that in this 
instance, it actually proved useful because SSA 1 was able to compare Flynn's 
"norms" from the briefing with Flynn's conduct at the interview that SSA 1 
conducted on January 24, 2017, in connection with the FBI's investigation of Flynn. 

We asked SSA 1 whether he was aware of any discussions within the FBI 
about the appropriateness of the FBI using an ODNI strategic intelligence briefing 
for a presidential candidate, organized by ODNI as part of the presidential transition 
process, as an opportunity to gather potentially relevant investigative information 
about or from a staff member who is the subject of an FBI investigation. SSA 1 
responded that he did not recall if there were any such discussions, but that if there 
were, they would have occurred at levels above him. He also told us that he did 
not personally have any concerns with the plan. 

According to Baker, discussions about using SSA 1 as the FBI briefer did 
occur at higher levels. Baker told us that he recalled these discussions included 
himself, McCabe, Priestap, Strzok, possibly Lisa Page, and the FBI's then Executive 
Assistant Director of the National Security Branch. Baker said the decision to use 
SSA 1 for the briefing was reached by consensus within this group. Baker told us 
that he did not raise any concerns about using SSA 1 as the briefer because "[h]e 
was not there to induce anybody to say anything.... He was not there to do an 
undercover operation or ... elicit some type of statement or testimony.... He was 
there on the off chance that somebody said something that might be useful." From 
Baker's perspective, the benefit of having SSA 1 at the briefing was to pick up on 

478 SSA 1 also provided the FBI security briefings on behalf of the FBI to Kaine and Pence, but 
not to the campaigns' staffs. 
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any statements by the attendees that might have relevance to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation: 

[I]f somebody said something, you want someone in the room who 
knew enough about the Investigation that they would be able to 
understand the significance of something, or some type of statement, 
whereas ... a regular briefer who didn't know anything about that might 
just let it go, and it might not even register with them. And so ... that 
was the reason to have [SSA 1] there. 

We asked Baker whether he recalled any discussion about the potential chilling 
effect on, and the FBI's participation in, future presidential transition briefings if the 
FBI's use of SSA l in this manner became known. Baker told us that he did not 
recall that issue being discussed, and added that the use of SSA l was focused on 
the FBI's counterintelligence investigation and Russian activities, including any 
directed at the Trump campaign; it was not the intention to collect any "political 
intelligence about campaign strategy, about campaign personalities, or anything 
that could be used in any political way." 

We asked McCabe about his knowledge of the ODNI strategic intelligence 
briefings of the presidential campaigns and the decision to use SSA l as the FBI 
briefer because of SSA l's role in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. McCabe 
told us that ODNI was primarily responsible for providing national security threat 
briefings, and that the FBI was given a limited period of time in this instance to 
cover what it needed to address. He told us that he could not recall if he was 
aware in advance of the briefing that SSA 1 would attend for the FBI, or why SSA 1 
was selected. McCabe acknowledged that it was possible he was part of a 
conversation about whether SSA l should handle the briefing because of his 
involvement with Crossfire Hurricane, but said he could not recall any such 
conversation. Asked whether he was aware there was an investigative purpose for 
SSA 1 handling the briefing, McCabe told us that he did not recall such a 
conversation and was not aware there was an investigative purpose for SSA l 
attending. 

SSA l told us that he recalled Strzok being primarily responsible for 
providing SSA l with instruction on how to handle the FBI's portion of the ODNI 
strategic intelligence briefings, but that others also assisted, including the Intel 
Section Chief and possibly Lisa Page. SSA 1 did not recall Priestap having any role. 
SSA l told us that he believed he and Strzok created the briefing outline together, 
and that he prepared himself through mock briefings attended by Strzok, Lisa Page, 
the Intel Section Chief, and possibly the OGC Unit Chief. According to SSA 1, the 
briefing outline was not tailored to serve the investigative interests of Crossfire 
Hurricane and there was nothing he did differently for the Trump briefing as 
compared to the Clinton briefing: "that was one of the things that was very key. 
[The briefings] needed to be consistent." 

The OIG reviewed the briefing outline prepared by SSA l and Strzok. 
According to the outline, the purpose of the briefing was to "give [the recipients] a 
baseline on the presence and threat posed by Foreign Intelligence Services to the 
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National Security of the U.S." The outline described the type of information that 
Foreign Intelligence Services (FIS) seek to obtain, the presence of FIS intelligence 
officers in the United States, and the primary methodologies FIS intelligence 
officers use to collect information. The outline also identified the Russian FIS and 
the Chinese as posing the greatest threat to the United States and described 
generally the difference in how the two countries conduct intelligence operations. 

SSA 1 told us that he was the only FBI representative at the ODNI briefing on 
August 17, 2016, which was attended by Trump, Flynn, and another Trump 
campaign advisor. According to SSA 1, he understood the ODNI briefing would 
take about 2 hours to complete and that SSA 1 would have about 10 minutes to 
conduct the FBI's security briefing. After completing his briefing, SSA 1 said he 
remained for the duration of the ODNI briefing. About a week after the briefing, 
SSA 1 communicated separately with the OGC Attorney and Strzok about whether 
to formally document the briefing. There was agreement that he should. SSA 1 
told us that given the "[b]ig stakes" involved, it was important to document the 
interaction with the subject of an FBI investigation so that there was a dear record 
of what was said. There was also agreement that an Electronic Communication 
(EC) instead of an FD-302 was the better document form to use because the 
briefing was not an interview and there was nothing testimonial to memorialize. 

The August 30, 2016 EC was drafted by SSA 1 and approved by Strzok and 
the OGC Attorney. The 3-page document describes the purpose, location, and 
attendees of the briefing. It states that the FBI security briefing lasted 
approximately 13 minutes, and describes how one of the ODNI briefers initiated the 
briefing, explained the ground rules, and introduced SSA 1. The EC then recounts 
in summary fashion the briefing SSA 1 provided. In this regard, the EC is 
consistent with the outline of the briefing described above. Woven into the briefing 
summary are questions posed to SSA 1 by Trump and Flynn, and SSA l's 
responses, as well as comments made by Trump and Flynn. 

Other than identifying the ODNI briefers and the length of the ODNI strategic 
intelligence briefing, the EC does not contain any details about the information that 
was provided by ODNI. With regard to comments made by Trump or Flynn during 
the ODNI briefing, the EC describes two questions asked by Trump. SSA 1 told us 
that Flynn made comments during exchanges with the ODNI briefers on many 
subjects unrelated to Russia that SSA 1 did not document because the information 
was not pertinent to any FBI interests. SSA 1 told us that he documented those 
instances where he was engaged by the attendees, as well as anything related to 
the FBI or pertinent to the FBI Crossfire Hurricane investigation, such as comments 
about the Russian Federation. SSA 1 said that he also documented information 
that may not have been relevant at the time he recorded it, but might prove 
relevant in the future. After completing the EC, SSA 1 added it to the Crossfire 
Hurricane case file. 479 

479 FBI records indicate the EC was uploaded to the FBI's Sentinel case management system 
on August 30, 2016. 
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With respect to the FBI security briefings SSA 1 provided to Clinton, Kaine, 
and Pence, SSA 1 told us that he did not memorialize those briefings in writing 
because the attendees did not include a subject of an FBI investigation. 480 He also 
told us that there was nothing from the other briefings that was of investigative 
value to the Crossfire Hurricane team; had there been, he said he would have 
documented it. We also asked SSA 1 whether he participated in any post­
presidential election transition briefings.481 He told us that he did not and that he 
would be surprised if the FBI provided any such briefings that included Flynn 
without SSA 1 's knowledge. 

We identified no Department or FBI poflcies or procedures regarding the 
handling of presidential transition briefings, and no requirement that Department 
leadership be consulted before using a presidential transition briefing, or a 
defensive briefing, for possible investigative purposes. Because we believe doing so 
presents important policy issues, we make a recommendation in Chapter Eleven 
that addresses this issue. 

480 we identified text messages between Strzok and Lisa Page from November 2016 
S\lggestlng the FBI may have considered using a connection between a then member of Pence's staff 
and an FBI employee in some manner to further the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. We asked SSA 
1 about this. He said that he had been told of the connection but did not personally know the FBI 
employee, and that he did not change his approach to Pence's FBI security briefing because of the 
connection. He also said he could not recall any discussions about using the connection to further the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation, and we did not find any evidence that it was used. 

481 on September 2, 2016, OONI provided a second strategic intelligence briefing to Trump, 
Flynn, and another Trump campaign advisor. We found no evidence that SSA 1 or anyone from the 
FBI attended this briefing, although instant messages indicate that the FBI had contacted OONI about 
including SSA 1 at the briefing. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 
ANALYSIS 

In this chapter, we provide the OIG's analysis of the events described in 
Chapter Three through Chapter Ten. We divide our analysis into five sections. In 
Section I, we discuss whether the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation 
and four related investigations, and whether certain early investigative techniques 
used by the FBI, complied with the requirements of the Attorney General's 
Guidelines for Domestic FBI Operations (AG Guidelines) and the FBI's Domestic 
Investigations and Operations Guide (DIOG). 

In Section II, we analyze the role of Christopher Steele's election reporting in 
the four Carter Page Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) applications and 
the numerous instances In which factual representations in those applications were 
inaccurate, incomplete, or unsupported by appropriate documentation, based upon 
information the FBI had in its possession at the time the applications were filed. In 
Section III, we analyze the FBI's handling of Christopher Steele and his election 
reporting, and whether the FBI's receipt and use of his reporting during the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation complied with FBI Confidential Human Source 
(CHS) policies and procedures. 

Section IV examines issues relating to Department attorney Bruce Ohr's 
interactions with Steele, Glenn Simpson, the FBI, and the State Department during 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, as well as whether the work Ohr's spouse 
performed for Simpson's firm implicated any ethical rules applicable to Ohr. We 
also analyze Ohr's interactions with Department attorneys and FBI officials 
concerning the Department's criminal investigation of Paul Manafort. 

Lastly, in Section V, we focus on the FBI's use of CHSs, other than Steele, 
and Undercover Employees (UCEs) in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation and 
analyze whether the Crossfire Hurricane team's use of such indiViduals complied 
with Department and FBI policies. We also analyze the attendance of an FBI 
Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation 
at counterintelligence briefings given to the 2016 presidential candidates and 
certain campaign advisors. 

As we explained in Chapter One, we did not analyze all of the decisions in the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Rather, we reviewed the topics described above. 
Moreover, our role in this review was not to second-guess discretionary judgments 
by Department personnel about whether to open an investigation, or specific 
judgment calls made during the course of an investigation, where those decisions 
complied with or were authorized by Department rules, policies, or procedures. We 
do not criticize particular decisions merely because we might have recommended a 
different investigative strategy or tactic based on the facts learned during our 
investigation. The question we considered was not whether a particular 
investigative decision was ideal or could have been handled more effectively, but 
rather whether the Department and the FBI complied with applicable legal 
requirements, policies, and procedures in taking the actions we reviewed, or, 
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alternatively, whether the circumstances surrounding a decision indicated that it 
was based on inaccurate or incomplete information, or considerations other than 
the merits of the investigation. If the explanations we were given for a particular 
decision were consistent with legal requirements, policies, and procedures, and 
were not unreasonable, we did not conclude that the decision was based on 
improper considerations in the absence of documentary or testimonial evidence to 
the contrary. 

I. The Opening of Crossfire Hurricane and Four Related 
Counterintelligence Investigations 

In this section, we examine the opening of Crossfire Hurricane and four 
related counterintelligence investigations of individuals associated with the Donald 
J. Trump for President Campaign. Specifically, we analyze whether, in opening 
these investigations, the FBI complied with the requirements set forth in the AG 
Guidelines and the DIOG. 

The applicable provisions of the AG Guidelines and the DIOG require that FBI 
investigations be undertaken for an "authorized purpose"-that is, "to detect, obtain 
information about, or prevent or protect against federal crimes or threats to the 
national security or to collect foreign intelligence." The AG Guidelines also require 
that FBI investigations have adequate factual predication-that is, allegations, 
reports, facts, or circumstances indicative of possible criminal activity or a national 
security threat. In addition, for investigations designated as Sensitive Investigative 
Matters (SIMs), such as Crossfire Hurricane, the DIOG imposes special approval 
and notification requirements when opening such a matter. The DIOG also 
emphasizes that investigators take particular care to consider whether a planned 
investigative activity is the least intrusive method and is reasonably based upon the 
needs of the investigation. 

As described in Chapter Three, on July 31, 2016, the FBI's 
Counterintelligence Division (CD) opened a Full Investigation titled "Crossfire 
Hurricane" to determine whether individual(s) associated with the Trump campaign 
were "witting of and/or coordinating activities with the Government of Russia." The 
opening of the investigation occurred days after Wikileaks publicly released hacked 
emails from the Democratic National Committee (DNC). According to the FBI 
Electronic Communication (EC) documenting the decision, the investigation was 
opened in response to information CD officials received on July 28, 2016, from a 
Friendly Foreign Government (FFG) indicating that in a May 2016 meeting with the 
FFG, George Papadopoulos, an advisor to the Trump campaign, "suggested the 
Trump team had received some kind of a suggestion" from Russia that it could 
assist in the election process with the anonymous release of information during the 
campaign that would be damaging to candidate Clinton and President Obama. We 
did not find information in FBI or Department emails, or other documents, or 
through witness testimony, indicating that any information other than the FFG 
information was relied upon to predicate the opening of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. However, as noted below, the FBI received the FFG information at a 
time when it had reason to believe that Russia may have been connected to the 
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WlkiLeaks disclosures that occurred earlier in July 2016, and when the U.S. 
Intelligence Community (USIC), including the FBI, was aware of Russia's efforts to 
interfere with 2016 U.S. elections. 

In the following weeks, the FBI also opened related counterintelligence 
investigations into four individuals associated with the Trump campaign­
Papadopoulos, Carter Page, Michael Flynn, and Paul Manafort-because the FBI 
identified these individuals as having alleged ties to Russia or a history of travel to 
Russia. 

We concluded that the FBI's decision to open Crossfire Hurricane and the four 
related individual investigations was, under Department and FBI policy, a 
discretionary judgment call and that the FBI's exercise of discretion was in 
compliance with those policies. For the reasons described below, we found that 
each investigation was opened for an authorized purpose and, in light of the low 
threshold established by Department and FBI predication policy, with adequate 
factual predication. We also found that the FBI satisfied the DIOG's notification and 
approval requirements for designating Crossfire Hurricane and the four related 
individual investigations as SIMs. Nevertheless, we were concerned about the 
limited notice requirements under Department and FBI policy before opening 
investigations such as these, relating to constitutionally protected activity occurring 
during a national presidential campaign. We were also concerned about the limited 
notice requirements before using more intrusive investigative techniques that could 
impact constitutionally protected activity. Accordingly, we make several 
recommendations below to address these concerns. 

A. Authorized Purpose 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG both require that FBI investigations be 
undertaken for an "authorized purpose"-that is, "to detect, obtain information 
about, or prevent or protect against federal crimes or threats to the national 
security or to collect foreign intelligence." Under both the AG Guidelines and the 
DIOG, the FBI may not undertake an investigation for the sole purpose of 
monitoring activities protected by the First Amendment or to interfere with the 
lawful exercise of other rights secured by the Constitution or laws of the United 
States. However, both the AG Guidelines and the DIOG permit the FBI to conduct 
an investigation, even if it might Impact First Amendment or other constitutionally 
protected activity, so long as there is a legitimate law enforcement purpose 
associated with the investigation. 

We concluded that, under the AG Guidelines and the DIOG, the FBI had an 
authorized purpose when it opened Crossfire Hurricane to obtain information about, 
or to protect against, a national security threat or federal crime, even though the 
investigation also had the potential to Impact constitutionally protected activity. 
The FBl's opening EC referenced the Foreign Agents Registration Act (FARA) and 
stated, "[b]ased on the information provided by [the FBI Legal Attache], this 
investigation is being opened to determine whether !ndividual(s) associated with 
the Trump campaign are witting of and/or coordinating activities with the 
Government of Russia." We found that the FBI opened the Crossfire Hurricane 
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investigation shortly after officials in CD received the FFG information on July 28. 
The opening EC documented the pertinent FFG information verbatim and described 
relevant background information. All of the senior FBI officials who participated in 
the discussions about whether to open a case told us the information from the FFG 
warranted investigation. For example, the FBI's then Deputy General Counsel told 
us that the FBI "would have been derelict in our responsibilities had we not opened 
the case," because a foreign power allegedly colluding with a presidential candidate 
or his campaign was a threat to our nation that the FBI was obligated to investigate 
under its counterintelligence mission. 

Then CD Assistant Director E.W. "Bill" Priestap, who approved opening the 
case, told us that the combination of the FFG information and the FBI's ongoing 
cyber intrusion investigation into the July 2016 hacks of the DNC's emails created a 
counterintelligence concern that the FBI was "obligated" to investigate. Priestap 
also told us that, prior to making the final decision to approve the opening of 
Crossfire Hurricane, he considered whether the FBI should conduct defensive 
briefings for the Trump campaign about the information from the FFG. However, 
Priestap ultimately decided that providing such briefings created the risk that "if 
someone on the campaign was engaged with the Russians, he/she would very likely 
change his/her tactics and/or otherwise seek to cover-up his/her activities, thereby 
preventing us from finding the truth." We did not identify any Department or FBI 
policy that applied to this decision and therefore determined that the decision 
whether to conduct defensive briefings in lieu of opening an investigation, or at any 
time during an investigation, was a judgment call that is left to the discretion of FBI 
officials. 482 

As part of our review, we sought to determine whether there was evidence 
that political bias or other improper considerations affected decision making in 
Crossfire Hurricane, including the decision to open the investigation. Such evidence 
would raise questions as to whether Crossfire Hurricane was opened for an 
authorized purpose, and serious concerns about whether the decision compromised 
the constitutional rights of any U.S. persons. We discussed the issue of political 
bias in a prior OIG report, Review of Various Actions in Advance of the 2016 
Election, where we described text messages between then Special Counsel to the 
Deputy Director Lisa Page and then Section Chief Peter Strzok, among others. 
These text messages included statements of hostility toward then candidate Trump 
and statements of support for then candidate Hillary Clinton. These messages, 
most of which pertained to the Russia investigation, potentially indicated or created 
the appearance that investigative decisions were impacted by bias or improper 
considerations. Our prior review stated that the text messages were "not only 

482 Later in this chapter, we recommend that the Department and FBI evaluate which types of 
sensitive investigative matters should require advance notification to a senior Department official, 
such as the Deputy Attorney General, in addition to the notifications currently required for such 
matters, especially for opening investigations that implicate core First Amendment activity and raise 
policy considerations or heighten enterprise risk. Such a requirement would not only give senior 
Department leadership the opportunity to consider the constitutional and prudential issues associated 
with opening certain investigations but also the opportunity to consult with the FBI about whether to 
conduct a defensive briefing in a circumstance such as this one. 
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indicative of a biased state of mind but, even more seriously, impl[yJ a willingness 
to take official action to impact [Trump's] electoral prospects." For example, on 
July 31, 2016, in connection with the formal opening of Crossfire Hurricane, Strzok 
texted Page; "And damn this feels momentous. Because this matters. The 
[Clinton email investigation] did, too, but that was to ensure we didn't F something 
up. This matters because this MATTERS. So super glad to be on this voyage with 
you." Additionally, on August 8, 2016, Page sent a text message to Strzok that 
stated, "[Trump's] not ever going to become president, right? Right?!" Strzok 
responded, "No. No he's not. We'll stop it." Although we did not find in our prior 
report any documentary or testimonial evidence directly connecting the political 
views stated in the text messages to the specific investigative actions in Midyear 
that we reviewed, we concluded that Strzok's text messages with Page indicated or 
created the appearance of bias against Trump. We further concluded that the 
messages raised serious questions about the propriety of any investigative 
decisions in which Strzok and Lisa Page played a role. Because several of these 
inappropriate and troubling messages occurred at or near the time of the opening 
of Crossfire Hurricane, we closely reviewed the roles of Strzok and Lisa Page in the 
investigation's opening and whether there was any documentary or testimonial 
evidence that their views impacted the decision to open the investigation. 

We found that while she attended some of the discussions, Lisa Page did not 
play a role in the decision to open Crossfire Hurricane or the four individual cases. 
Strzok was directly involved in the decisions to open Crossfire Hurricane and the 
four individual cases, but we found that he was not the sole, or even the highest 
level decision maker as to any of those matters. Priestap, Strzok's supervisor, told 
us that ultimately he was the official who made the decision to open the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation, and Strzok then prepared and approved the formal 
documentation, as required by the DIOG. Evidence reflected that this decision by 
Priestap was reached by consensus after multiple days of discussions and meetings 
that included Strzok and other leadership in CD, the FBI Deputy Director, the FBI 
General Counsel, and the FBI Deputy General Counsel. We similarly found that the 
decisions to open the four individual cases were reached by consensus of Crossfire 
Hurricane agents and analysts who identified individuals associated with the Trump 
campaign who had recently travelled to Russia or had other alleged ties to Russia, 
and that Priestap was involved in those decisions. The formal documentation 
opening each of these four investigations was approved by Strzok, as required by 
the DIOG. 

We did not find documentary or testimonial evidence that political bias or 
improper motivation influenced Priestap's decision to open Crossfire Hurricane. The 
evidence also showed that FBI officials responsible for and involved in the case 
opening decisions were unanimous in their belief that, together with the July 2016 
release by WikiLeaks of hacked DNC emails, the Papadopoulos statement described 
in the FFG information reflected the Russian government's potential next step to 
interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections. These FBI officials were similarly unanimous 
in their belief that the FFG information represented a threat to national security that 
warranted further investigation by the FBI. Witnesses told us that they did not 
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recall observing during these discussions any instances or indications of improper 
motivations or political bias on the part of the participants, including Strzok. 

We also reviewed the text messages and emails of each of the FBI officials, 
in addition to Strzok, who participated in the decision to open Crossfire Hurricane 
and the four individual cases, and did not identify any statements in those 
communications that indicated or suggested the decision could have been affected 
by political bias or other improper considerations. We also reviewed other 
contemporaneous documents, such as meeting notes, and asked witnesses who 
were not involved in the decision to open Crossfire Hurricane but who were familiar 
with the predication for the case for any evidence of political bias or improper 
motivation in the FBI's decision making. Again, we found no such evidence, 
including from Department officials briefed about Crossfire Hurricane subsequent to 
it being opened. These officials also did not express any concerns about the FBI's 
decision to open the investigation. By way of example, David Laufman, then Chief 
of the National Security Division's {NSD) Counterintelligence and Export Control 
Section (CES), told us that it would have been "a dereliction of duty and 
responsibility of the highest order not to commit the appropriate resources as 
urgently as possible to run these facts to the ground, and find out what was going 
on." 

We therefore concluded the FBI met the requirement in the AG Guidelines 
and the DIOG that Crossfire Hurricane be opened for an "authorized purpose," 
namely "to detect, obtain information about, or prevent or protect against federal 
crimes or threats to the national security or to collect foreign intelligence." We also 
determined that, although the investigation had the potential to impact 
constitutionally protected activity, the FBI's decision to open the investigation was 
permissible under both Department and FBI policies because there was a legitimate 
law enforcement purpose associated with the investigation. Nevertheless, we 
believe that investigations affecting core First Amendment activity and national 
political campaigns raise significant constitutional and prudential issues and 
therefore we recommend below that Department policy require advance notification 
to a senior Department official, such as the Deputy Attorney General (DAG), before 
a Department component opens such an investigation so that Department 
leadership can consider these issues from the outset. 

B. Factual Predication 

In addition to requiring an authorized purpose, Department and FBI policy 
also mandate that each case have adequate factual predication before being 
initiated. The predication requirement is not a legal requirement but rather a 
prudential one imposed by Department and FBI policy. For example, the Supreme 
Court has held that the Department and FBI can lawfully open a federal criminal 
grand jury investigation even in the absence of predication. See United States v. 
Morton Salt, 338 U.S. 632, 642-43 (1950) (a grand jury "can investigate merely on 
suspicion that the law is being violated, or even just because it wants assurance 
that it is not"); see also United States v. R. Enterprises, 498 U.S. 292, 297 (1991). 
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The AG Guidelines generally describe predication as allegations, reports, 
facts, or circumstances indicative of possible criminal activity or a national security 
threat, or the potential for acquiring information responsive to foreign intelligence 
collection requirements. For full counterintelligence investigations such as Crossfire 
Hurricane and the four related individual investigations, Section II.B.4 of the AG 
Guidelines and Section 7 of the DIOG state that the required level of predication is 
an "articulable factual basis" that "reasonably indicates" that any one of three 
defined circumstances exists, including: 

An activity constituting a federal crime or a threat to the national 
security has or may have occurred, is or may be occurring, or will or 
may occur and the investigation may obtain information relating to the 
activity or the involvement or role of an individual, group, or 
organization in such activity.483 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG do not provide heightened predication standards 
for sensitive matters, or for allegations potentially impacting constitutionally 
protected activity, such as First Amendment rights. Rather, as we discuss below, 
the approval and notification requirements contained in the AG Guidelines and 
DIOG are, in part, intended to provide the means by which such concerns can be 
considered by senior officials. 

In Crossfire Hurricane, the "articulable factual basis" set forth in the opening 
EC was the FFG information received from an FBI Legal Attache stating that 
Papadopoulos had suggested during a meeting in May 2016 with officials from a 
"trusted foreign partner" that the Trump team had received some kind of 
suggestion from Russia that it could assist by releasing information damaging to 
candidate Clinton and President Obama.484 Additionally, by July 31, 2016, although 
not specifically mentioned in the EC, the FBI had reason to believe that Russia may 
have been connected to the Wikileaks disclosures that occurred earlier in July 
2016. Further, as we note in Chapter Three, the FBI received the FFG information 
at a time when the USIC, including the FBI, was aware of Russia's efforts to 
interfere with the 2016 U.S. elections. Given the low threshold for predication in 

483 As detailed in Chapter Two, the DIOG separately provides that a Preliminary Investigation 
may be opened based upon "any allegation or information" indicative of possible criminal activity or 
threats to the national security. In cases opened as Preliminary Investigations, the DIOG provides 
that all lawful investigative methods (including CHS and UCE operations) may be used except for mail 
opening, physical searches requiring a search warrant, electronic surveillance requiring a judicial order 
or warrant (Title III wiretap or a FISA order), or requests under Title VII of FISA. A Preliminary 
Investigation may be converted to a Full Investigation if the available information provides predication 
for a Full Investigation. 

484 Papadopoulos has stated that the source of the information he shared with the FFG was a 
professor from London, Joseph Mifsud, and has raised the possibility that Mifsud may have been 
working with the FBI. As described in Chapter Ten of this report, the OIG searched the FSI's database 
of Confidential Human Sources {CHSs) and did not find any records indicating that Mifsud was an FBI 
CHS, or that Mifsud's discussions with Pa ado oulos were art of an FBI o eration. The FBI also 
re uested information on 
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the AG Guidelines and the DIOG, we concluded that the FFG information, provided 
by a government the USIC deems trustworthy, and describing a first-hand account 
from an FFG employee of the content of a conversation with Papadopoulos, was 
sufficient to predicate the full counterintelligence investigation because it provided 
the FBI an articulable factual basis that, if true, reasonably indicated activity 
constituting either a federal crime or a threat to national security may have 
occurred or may be occurring. 485 

We similarly concluded that the FBI had sufficient predication to open full 
counterintelligence investigations of Papadopoulos, Page, Flynn, and Manafort in 
August 2016. The investigation of Papadopoulos was predicated upon his alleged 
statements in May 2016 to an employee of the FFG. According to the opening EC, 
Papadopoulos was "identical to the individual who made statements indicating that 
he is knowledgeable that the Russians made a suggestion to the Trump team that 
they could assist the Trump campaign with an anonymous release of information 
during the campaign that would be damaging to the Clinton campaign." The three 
other cases were predicated on information developed by the Crossfire Hurricane 
team through law enforcement database and open source searches, conducted to 
determine which individuals associated with the Trump campaign may have been in 
a position to have received the alleged offer of assistance from Russia. As 
described in Chapter Three, through these efforts, the Crossfire Hurricane team 
identified three individuals-Page, Manafort, and Flynn-associated with the Trump 
campaign with either ties to Russia or a history of travel to Russia, two of whom 
{Page and Manafort) were already the subjects of open FBI investigations 
pertaining to, in part, their Russia-related activities. The FBI determined that this 
information, taken together with the information from the FFG indicating Russia had 
made a suggestion to the Trump team that it could assist by releasing information 
damaging to candidate Clinton, stated an articulable factual basis reasonably 
indicating activity may be occurring that may constitute a federal crime or a threat 
to national security. As with the opening of Crossfire Hurricane, we concluded that 
the quantum of information articulated by the FBI to open these individual 
investigations was sufficient to satisfy the low threshold established by Department 
and FBI predication policy, particularly in the context of the FBI's separate and 
ongoing investigative efforts to address Russian interference in 2016 U.S. elections. 

C. Sensitive Investigative Matters (SIMs} 

We concluded that the FBI appropriately designated Crossfire Hurricane and 
each of the four individual counterintelligence investigations as SIMs, or Sensitive 

485 We determined that the election reporting from Christopher Steele played no role in the 
opening of Crossfire Hurricane. As described in Chapter Four, while some individuals in the FBI, 
including Steele's handling agent, had received Steele's election reporting as early as July 2016, the 
CD officials at FBI Headquarters and the members of the Crossfire Hurricane team did not receive the 
first Steele reports until September 19-weeks after the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was 
opened-and were not aware of any of the information in the reports prior to that date. We also found 
no evidence that the FBI undertook any investigative activities directed at the Trump campaign or 
members of the Trump campaign before opening Crossfire Hurricane on July 31, 2016. As described 
in Chapters Three and Nine, the FBI had ongoing investigations of Paul Manafort and Carter Page at 
that time, which were unrelated to the information that predicated Crossfire Hurricane. 
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Investigative Matters. As described in Chapter Two, a SIM is an investigative 
matter that must be approved for opening by FBI management and brought to the 
attention of Department officials because of the possibility of public notoriety and 
sensitivity, The categories of matters designated as SIMs include investigations 
involving the activities of a domestic political organization or an individual 
prominent in such an organization. Under the DIOG's definition, the term 
"domestic political organization" includes a committee or group formed to elect an 
individual to public office. Moreover, if an assessment or predicated investigation 
concerns a person prominent in a "domestic political organization" but not the 
political organization itself, it nonetheless must be treated as a SIM. 

For Crossfire Hurricane, the FBI believed that any potential subjects of the 
investigation would be "prominent" members of a political campaign. With the four 
individual cases, the FBI determined that the individuals Identified as subjects­
foreign policy advisors Page, Papadopoulos, and Flynn; and campaign manager 
Manafort-were "prominent" in the Trump political campaign, We found the 
decision to designate the cases as SIMs to be appropriate. However, as discussed 
later in this chapter, our interviews with certain FBI agents revealed significant 
confusion over the meaning of the phrase "prominent within a domestic political 
organization" in the context of the policies applicable to CHSs, with some agents 
interpreting that phrase as limited to a person "running for office," and other agents 
questioning whether a presidential campaign was a "domestic political 
organization." We recommend later in this chapter that the FBI establish guidance 
to better define this phrase with respect to CHS use. Because the phrase is also 
used in FBI policies applicable to SIMs, we recommend that any additional guidance 
also take into account and be applied to the SIM requirements. 

We also determined that the FBI satisfied the DIOG's approval and 
notification requirements for SIMs. At the FBI, these requirements included review 
of the opening by the FBI Office of the General Counsel {OGC), which in this case 
was conducted by the OGC Unit Chief; and approval by the FBI Headquarters 
operational Section Chief, which was provided here by then Section Chief Strzok. 
The DIOG also requires that NSD be notified of the opening of a SIM. The FBI 
satisfied this requirement by briefing NSD officials in the Counterintelligence and 
Export Control Section-orally, due to the sensitivity of the cases-about the 
openings within days of the investigations being initiated.486 

Although the FBI satisfied the approval and notification requirements for 
SIMs, we believe such sensitive cases should also include advance notice to 
Department senior management officials, especially for case openings such as this 
one that implicated core First Amendment activity and a national political campaign. 
The FBI did not formally brief anyone in Department leadership at the time that 
Crossfire Hurricane was opened. While the then FBI Deputy Director was aware of 

486 Technically, the DIOG's notice requirement for cases designated as a SIM provides that 
notice be emailed to a NSD email account within 30 days of the case opening. As described in Chapter 
Three, the Crossfire Hurricane team orally briefed NSD and Department officials on two occasions 
within days of the case opening rather than email notice to a general email account due to the 
sensitivity of the cases. 
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and gave his approval for the investigation prior to its opening, the investigation­
concerning the actions of individuals associated with a presidential campaign-could 
have been opened, consistent with FBI and Department policy, without any notice 
to FBI or Department leadership and based solely on the decision of an FBI 
Headquarters Section Chief, with review by FBI OGC and notice to an "appropriate 
NSD official." As noted in Chapter Two, current Department and FBI policies 
require high-level notice and approval in other circumstances where investigative 
activity could substantially impact certain civil liberties. The purpose of such notice 
and approval is to allow senior Department officials to consider the potential 
constitutional and prudential implications of opening certain investigations, even 
where there is sufficient predication to do so. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
Department and FBI evaluate which types of SIMs should require advance 
notification to a senior Department official, such as the DAG, in addition to the 
notifications currently required for SIMs, especially for cases that implicate core 
First Amendment activity and a national political campaign, and establish, as 
necessary, implementing policies and guidance. 

D. Staffing of Investigation 

Due to the sensitivity of the investigation, FBI leadership initially ran the 
investigation out of FBI Headquarters, rather than out of one or more field offices 
as is typically done in FBI investigations. We found that the decision to run the 
investigation out of FBI Headquarters created challenges for the team, which we 
were told were known risks consciously taken by CD officials, including Priestap, in 
order to minimize the potential of an unauthorized public disclosure of the 
investigation and allow for better coordination with Headquarters and interagency 
partners. These challenges included difficulties in obtaining needed investigative 
resources, such as surveillance teams, electronic evidence storage, technically 
trained agents, and other investigative assets standard in field offices to support 
investigations. Additionally, the FBI had to detail agents to FBI Headquarters from 
field offices for 90-day temporary duty assignments (TDYs), Then, when these 90-
day TDY assignments expired, new agents were detailed to FBI Headquarters, 
resulting in three iterations of Crossfire Hurricane teams and supervisors from July 
31, 2016, to the transfer of the case to the Special Counsel's Office in May 2017. 

We found that this ad hoc staffing presented challenges compared to the 
established chain of command structure that exists in FBI field offices. The 
turnover of agents and supervisors resulted in a loss of institutional knowledge and 
a lack of communication among agents, analysts, and supervisors. While we did 
not find that conducting the investigation from FBI Headquarters was the cause of 
the problematic issues we identify in this report, witnesses we interviewed told us 
that investigating Crossfire Hurricane from FBI Headquarters created significant 
challenges. We therefore recommend that the FBI develop specific protocols and 
guidelines for staffing and running any future sensitive investigations from FBI 
Headquarters. 
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E. Least Intrusive Investigative Techniques 

The AG Guidelines and the DIOG require that the "least intrusive" means or 
method be "considered" when selecting investigative techniques and, "if reasonable 
based upon the circumstances of the investigation," be used to obtain information 
instead of a more intrusive method. The least intrusive method principle reflects an 
attempt to balance the FBI's ability to effectively conduct investigations with the 
potential negative impact an investigation can have on the privacy and civil liberties 
of individuals encompassed within an investigation. The DIOG emphasizes that in 
the context of cases designated as SIMs, particular care should be taken when 
considering whether the planned course of action is the least intrusive method if 
reasonable based upon the circumstances of the investigation. However, DIOG § 
4.1.1 states that investigators "must not hesitate to use any lawful method 
consistent with the [AG Guidelines] when the degree of intrusiveness is warranted 
in light of the seriousness of the matter concerned." According to DIOG § 4.4. 5, 
"[i]n the final analysis, choosing the method that [most] appropriately balances the 
impact on privacy and civil liberties with operational needs, is a matter of 
judgment, based on training and experience." 

As described in Chapter Three, immediately after opening the investigation, 
the Crossfire Hurricane team submitted name trace requests to other U.S. 
government agencies and a foreign intelligence agency, and conducted law 
enforcement database and open source searches, to identify individuals associated 
with the Trump campaign in a position to have received the alleged offer of 
assistance from Russia. Members of the Crossfire Hurricane team told us that they 
avoided the use of compulsory legal process to obtain information at this time in 
order to prevent any public disclosure of the investigation's existence and to avoid 
any potential impact on the election. The FBI also sent Strzok and an SSA to a 
European city to interview the source of the information the FBI received from the 
FFG, and also searched the FBI's CHS database to identify sources who potentially 
could provide information about connections between individuals associated with 
the Trump campaign and Russia. Each of these early steps is authorized under the 
DIOG and was a less intrusive investigative technique. 

After the FBI opened the four individual cases based on information obtained 
through the above-described efforts, the Crossfire Hurricane team used CHSs to 
interact and consensually record conversations with two of the investigative 
subjects-Page and Papadopoulos-on multiple occasions in an effort to obtain 
speclfic information relevant to the allegations. The FBI also used a CHS to 
consensually record a conversation with a high-level Trump campaign official who 
was not a subject of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Use of a CHS to conduct 
consensual monitoring is a more intrusive investigative technique than the ones 
used immediately after Crossfire Hurricane was opened, but is also one that FBI 
witnesses told us is commonly used in FBI counterintelligence investigations. For 
example, Priestap told the OIG that CHSs are an "ordinary investigative tool" that 
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are "part and parcel of what (FBI] agents do in an investigative sense every 
day."487 

As noted above, FBI policy provides that these decisions are matters of 
judgment to be made based on an investigator's training and experience. We found 
that, in making these judgments about using CHSs to interact with investigative 
subjects, the Crossfire Hurricane team complied with applicable Department and 
FBI policies for these operations, and obtained all requisite approvals. Although the 
CHS operations implicated constitutionally protected activity, we found no evidence 
that they were undertaken solely for the purpose of monitoring constitutionally 
protected activity, which is prohibited by the DIOG. We also found no testimonial 
or documentary evidence that these operations resulted from political bias or other 
improper considerations. We therefore concluded that these early investigative 
actiVitles undertaken by the Crossfire Hurricane team were matters of judgment 
that were permitted by the AG Guidelines and the DIOG. However, as discussed 
later in this chapter, we are concerned that current Department and FBI policies do 
not require, at a minimum, consultation with the Department before using a CHS to 
monitor conversations with members of a major party candidate's presidential 
campaign, including a high-level campaign official who was not a subject of the 
investigation. Further, we are concerned that the FBI did not have a plan or 
process in place to address what the team should have done in the event a CHS 
operation resulted in the FBI's incidental receipt of sensitive campaign information. 
Accordingly, we make a recommendation below to ensure additional oversight, 
accountability, and consideration of the constitutional interests at stake in such 
operations. 

In addition to these CHS operations, the FBI also discussed in August 2016, 
within days of opening the Carter Page investigation, the possible use of a separate, 
highly intrusive technique to obtain information: FISA-authorized electronic 
surveillance-■■■•■■■■ targeting Carter Page. According to Case Agent 
1, the Crossfire Hurricane team had hoped that emails and other communications 
obtained through surveillance would help provide valuable information about what 
Page did while in Moscow in the previous month and the Russian officials with 
whom he may have spoken. As detailed in Chapter Five, the FBI ultimately did not 
seek a FISA order in August 2016 because OGC, NSD's Office of Intelligence (OI), 
or both determined that more evidence was needed to support a probable cause 
determination that Page was an agent of a foreign power. 

As discussed below, after the Crossfire Hurricane team received the election 
reporting from Christopher Steele on September 19, they reinitiated discussions 
with OI and efforts to obtain authority for FISA surveillance 
targeting Page, which they received from the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Court (FISC) on October 21. Because of the reviews and approvals required before 
submitting a FISA application to the FISC, the decision to seek to use this highly 

481 As we summarize in Chapter Ten, the consensual recordings done by the CHSs did not 
generate information tending to support the allegation that Page and Papadopoulos were, wittingly or 
unwittingly, providing assistance to Russia. Members of the Crossfire Hurricane team told us that the 
recordings nevertheless provided important background information about the subjects. 
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intrusive investigative technique was reviewed and approved at multiple levels of 
the Department, including by then DAG Sally Yates for the initial FISA application 
and first renewal and by then Acting Attorney General Dana Boente and then DAG 
Rod Rosenstein for the second and third renewals. However, as we explain in the 
next section, the Crossfire Hurricane team failed to inform the Department of 
significant information that was available to the team at the time that the FISA 
applications, including the first application, were drafted and filed. Much of that 
information was inconsistent with, or undercut, the allegations contained in the 
FISA applications to support probable cause and, in some instances, resulted in 
inaccurate information being included in the applications. Accordingly, we 
questioned the judgment and performance of members of the Crossfire Hurricane 
team involved in the FISA applications, and determined that, as a result of their 
actions, senior Department officials authorized the FBI to seek to use this highly 
intrusive investigative technique targeting Carter Page based on significant 
omissions and inaccurate information in the initial and renewal FISA applications. 
While we do not speculate whether senior Department officials would have 
authorized the FBI to seek to use FISA authority had they been made aware of all 
relevant information, it was clearly the responsibility of Crossfire Hurricane team 
members to advise Department officials of such critical information so that they 
could have made a fully informed decision. 

II. The FISA Applications 

In this section, we analyze the role of Christopher Steele's election reporting 
in the four Carter Page FISA applications filed with the FISC. Additionally, we detail 
and analyze the numerous instances in which factual representations in the 
applications were inaccurate, incomplete, or unsupported by appropriate 
documentation, based upon information the FBI had in its possession at the time 
the applications were filed. 

As described in Chapter Five, within days of opening the Carter Page and 
George Papadopoulos cases on August 10, 2016, the FBI first considered the 
possibility of seeking to obtain a FISA order authorizing electronic surveillance -
■ • targeting Carter Page and George Papadopoulos. We found that 
the Crossfire Hurricane team initially focused its efforts on obtaining FISA authority 
targeting Page, more than on efforts to surveil Papadopoulos or other members of 
the Trump campaign, because of Page's prior contacts with known Russian 
intelligence officers, which the Crossfire Hurricane team believed would have made 
Page most susceptible, and most likely, to have received, the suggestion or offer of 
assistance reported in the FFG information.488 

488 As described In Chapter Five, although the Crossfire Hurricane team was also interested in 
seeking FISA surveillance targeting Papadopoulos, the FBI OGC attorneys were not supportive because 
the FBI had no information that Papadopoulos was being directed by the Russians. FBI and NSD 
officials told us that the Crossfire Hurricane team ultimately did not seek FISA surveillance of 
Papadopoulos. We were also told that the team also did not seek FISA surveillance of Manafort or 
Flynn, and we are aware of no information indicating that the Crossfire Hurricane team requested or 
seriously considered FISA surveillance of Manafort or Flynn. 

357 



10817

535 

We determined that, on August 15, 2016, Case Agent 1 sent a written 
summary by email to the OGC Unit Chief describing Page's Russian business and 
financial ties, his prior contacts with known Russian intelligence officers, and his 
recent travel to Russia. In this email, Case Agent 1 stated his belief that the 
information provided "a pretty solid basis" for requesting authority under FISA to 
conduct surveillance targeting Page. The next day, August 16, the OGC Unit Chief 
emailed Stuart Evans, then NSD's Deputy Assistant Attorney General with oversight 
responsibility over 01, to advise him of the possible FBI request for a FISA order to 
surveil Page. The email from the OGC Unit Chief stated that "I don't think we are 
quite there yet, but given the sensitivity and urgency of this matter, I would like to 
get OI involved as early as possible." 

On or about August 17, 2016, in response to the Crossfire Hurricane team's 
prior Carter Page name trace request, the Crossfire Hurricane team received a 
memorandum from another U.S. government agency detailing its prior interactions 
with Page, including that Page had been approved as an "operational contact" for 
the other agency from 2008 to 2013.489 The memorandum also detailed the 
information that Page had provided to the other agency concerning his prior 
contacts with certain Russian intelligence officers. As detailed in Chapters Five and 
Eight, the Crossfire Hurricane team did not accurately describe to OI the nature and 
extent of the information that the FBI received from the other agency, which we 
found was highly relevant to an evaluation of the FISA request. 

Additionally, in August 2016, Page made statements to an FBI CHS that, if 
true, were in tension with the reporting the FBI received subsequently from Steele, 
alleging that Page was being used as an intermediary by Manafort to conspire with 
Russia. The FBI did not inform 01 of Page's statements before any of the four FISA 
applications were filed, and did not inform OI of the CHS operation until June 2017, 
shortly before filing the last FISA application. 

On or about August 22, 2016, a decision was made by the FBI OGC, 01, or 
both that more evidence was needed to support probable cause that Carter Page 
was an agent of a foreign power. The OGC ceased its discussions with OI about 
seeking a FISA order targeting Page. However, on September 19, 2016, the same 
day that the Crossfire Hurricane team first received Steele's election reporting, the 
team reinitiated discussions with OGC about seeking a FISA order authorizing 
surveillance targeting Page and specifically focused on Steele's reporting ln drafting 
the FISA request. Two days later, on September 21, the OGC Unit Chief contacted 
the NSD or Unit Chief to advise him that the FBI believed it was ready to submit a 
formal FISA request to or relating to Page. 

489 As described in Chapter Five, according to the U.S. government agency, "operational 
contact," as that term is used in the memorandum about Page, provides "Contact Approval," which 
allows the agency to contact and discuss sensitive information with a U.S. Person and to collect 
information from that person via "passive debriefing," or debriefing a person of information that is 
within the knowledge of an individual and has been acquired through the normal course of that 
Individual's activities. According to the U.S. government agency, a "Contact Approval" does not allow 
for operational use of a U.S. Person or tasking of that person. 
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Over the next several weeks, the FBI and 01 prepared the FISA application 
targeting Carter Page, which was filed with the FISC on October 21, 2016. The 
FISC granted the first FISA warrant the same day, authorizing electronic 
surveillance II■■■■■■■ targeting Page for 90 days. As the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation proceeded, the Department submitted three renewal 
applications with the FISC on January 12, AJ)ril 7, and June 29, 2017, seeking 
authority to continue electronic surveillance ■■■■■■■■ targeting Carter 
Page. A different FISC judge considered each application before issuing the 
requested orders, which collectively resulted in approximately 11 months of FISA 
coverage from October 21, 2016, until September 22, 2017. 

As noted above, in the OIG's June 2018 report, Review of Various Actions in 
Advance of the 2016 Election, we described text messages between Peter Strzok 
and Lisa Page discussing statements of hostility toward then candidate Trump and 
statements of support for candidate Clinton. Several of these text messages 
appeared to mix political opinions with discussions about the investigation into 
candidate Clinton's email use and refer to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. As 
part of our review of the Carter Page FISA applications, we sought to determine 
whether there was evidence that Strzok or Page affected the preparation of or 
decision to file any of the applications. As described in Chapter Five, Strzok 
approved the request to expedite the FISA application proposed by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team, and he and Lisa Page communicated with Department officials, as 
did other FBI officials, in an effort to move the first application forward. This 
included conversations with NSD officials during which Strzok expressed frustration 
that the FISA process was not moving forward at the pace desired by the FBI. 
However, testimonial and documentary evidence we reviewed established that 
Strzok and Lisa Page played no role in the substantive preparation or approval of 
any of the four FISA applications, including the Woods process. We did not find 
documentary or testimonial evidence that political bias or improper motivation 
influenced the FBI's decision to seek FISA authority on Carter Page. 

A. The Role of the Steele Election Reporting in the Applications 

We concluded that the Crossfire Hurricane team's receipt of Steele's election 
reporting on September 19, 2016, played a central and essential role in the 
decision by FBI OGC to support the request for FISA surveillance targeting Carter 
Page, as well as the Department's ultimate decision to seek the FISA order. In 
particular, the OGC Unit Chief told us that she thought probable cause was a "close 
call" when the team first proposed seeking a FISA in mid-August and separately 
when she discussed the idea with 01 around the same time. She said that it was 
the Steele reporting received in September, concerning Page's alleged activities 
with Russian officials in the summer of 2016, that "pushed it over" the line in terms 
of establishing probable cause that Page was acting in concert with Russian 
officials. The OGC Unit Chief's testimony was consistent with the testimony of the 
OI Unit Chief who told us that the Steele reporting was "what kind of pushed it over 
the line" in terms of the FBI being ready to pursue FISA authority targeting Page. 
Contemporaneous handwritten notes from Case Agent 1 and the then Chief of 
NSD's Counterintelligence and Export Control Section similarly indicated that in late 
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August 2016 an assessment had been made, by FBI OGC, OI, or both, that the 
information known at that time did not establish probable cause. 

In addition, we found no evidence of further discussions between the FBI and 
OI between late August and September 19 concerning the possibility of obtaining a 
FISA order targeting Page. We determined those discussions were effectively 
reinitiated on September 21, two days after the Crossfire Hurricane team's receipt 
of the Steele election reporting. At that time, FBI OGC attorneys advised OI of the 
reporting from Steele and said for the first time that the FBI was ready to move 
forward with a FISA application targeting Page. Further, we found that the first 
FISA application drew heavily, although not entirely, upon the Steele reporting to 
support the government's position that Page was an agent of a foreign power. 

We found that the FBI's decision to rely upon Steele's election reporting to 
help establish probable cause that Page was an agent of Russia was a judgment 
reached initially by the case agents on the Crossfire Hurricane team. We further 
found that FBI officials at every level concurred with this judgment, from the OGC 
attorneys assigned to the investigation to senior CD officials, then FBI General 
Counsel James Baker, then Deputy Director Andrew McCabe, and then Director 
James Corney. FBI leadership supported relying on Steele's reporting to seek a 
FISA order authorizing surveillance targeting Page after being advised of, and 
giving consideration to, the concerns expressed by Evans that Steele may have 
been hired by someone associated with presidential candidate Clinton or the DNC, 
and that the foreign intelligence to be collected through the FISA order would 
probably not be worth the "risk" of being criticized later for collecting 
communications of someone (Carter Page) who was "politically sensitive." 
According to McCabe, the FBI "felt strongly" that the FISA application should move 
forward because the team believed they had to get to the bottom of what they 
considered to be a potentially serious threat to national security, even if the FBI 
would later be criticized for taking such action. As described in Chapter Five, 
McCabe and others discussed the FBI's position with NSD and ODAG officials, and 
these officials accepted the FBI's decision to move forward with the application, 
based substantially on the Steele information. 

The FISA statute and FISC Rules of Procedure (FISC Rules) do not establish 
requirements specific to the use of CHS information, such as Steele's, to support 
probable cause in a FISA application. The FBI OGC's FISA guidance (described in 
Chapter Two) specifies that agents should take into account the reliability of any 
"informant," the circumstances of the informant's knowledge, and the age of the 
information relied upon when judging the evidence to support probable cause in 
any given case. As described in earlier chapters, we found that the FBI did not 
have information corroborating the specific allegations against Carter Page in 
Steele's reports when it relied upon them in the FISA applications. FBI OGC and 
NSD officials told us that the verification process set forth in the FBI's Woods 
Procedures does not require that the FBI have corroboration for the CHS 
information presented in an application. According to these officials, when 
information in a FISA application is attributed to a CHS, the Woods Procedures 
require only that the agent verify, with supporting documentation, that the 
application accurately reflects what the CHS told the FBI. The procedures do not 
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require that the agent verify, through a second, independent source, that what the 
CHS told the FBI is true. We did not identify anything in the Woods Procedures that 
is inconsistent with these officials' description of the procedures. According to 
Evans, the FISC is aware of how the FBI "verifies" information in a FISA application 
under the Woods Procedures, including information attributed to a CHS. 

However, without corroboration, it was particularly important for the FISA 
applications to articulate to the court the FBI's knowledge of Steele's background 
and its assessment of his reliability. On these points, the applications advised the 
court that Steele was believed to be a reliable source for three reasons: his 
professional background, his history of work as an FBI CHS since 2013, and his 
prior reporting, which the FBI described as "corroborated and used in criminal 
proceedings." As described below, the representations about Steele's prior 
reporting were overstated and not approved by Steele's handling agent, as required 
by the Woods Procedures. Our analysis of the FBI's assessment of the Steele 
reporting is described later in this chapter. 

Following the FBI's decision to proceed with seeking a FISA order after 
consideration of the risks identified by Evans, OI developed a footnote, based on 
information provided by the Crossfire Hurricane team, to address Evans's concern 
about the potential political bias of Steele's research. The footnote stated that 
Steele was hired by an identified U.S. person (Glenn Simpson) to conduct research 
regarding "Candidate #l's" (Donald Trump) ties to Russia and that the FBI 
"speculates" that this U.S. person was likely looking for information that could be 
used to discredit the Trump campaign. Evans told us that this additional 
information made him comfortable with the way Steele was described in the 
application, based upon the information the FBI provided to OI at that time. 
However, Evans also expressed frustration to the FBI at the time, and later to the 
OIG, that the FBI had not advised OI of the political origins of Steele's election 
reporting until late in the drafting process on the first FISA application, and only 
after OI asked the team three times for information about Steele's possible political 
connections. 

B. Inaccurate, Incomplete, or Undocumented Information in the 
FISA Applications 

The FBI's FISA and Standard Minimization Procedures Policy Guide (FISA SMP 
PG} states that the U.S. government's "ability to obtain FISA authority depends on 
the accuracy of applications submitted to the FISC. Because FISA proceedings are 
ex parte, the FISC relies on the [U.S. government's] full and accurate presentation 
of the facts to make its probable cause determinations." It further states that it is 
the case agent's responsibility to ensure that statements contained in applications 
submitted to the FISC are "scrupulously accurate." As we discuss below, we found 
that the FBI failed to fulfill this obligation to the court. This failure falls most 
immediately on the shoulders of the case agents and supervisors who were 
responsible for assisting OI in the preparation of the FISA applications and 
performing the factual accuracy review during the Woods process. However, as we 
discuss below, we identified (1) numerous serious factual errors and omissions in 
the applications, (2) a failure across three investigative teams to advise NSD 

361 



10821

539 

attorneys of significant information that undercut certain allegations in the FISA 
applications, (3) a lack of satisfactory explanations for these failures, and (4) a 
continuous failure to reassess the factual assertions supporting probable cause in 
the FISA applications as the investigation proceeded and information was obtained 
raising significant questions about the Steele reporting. We concluded that these 
facts demonstrated a failure on the part of the managers and supervisors in the 
Crossfire Hurricane chain of command, including FBI senior officials. 

As described in Chapter Five, NSD officials told us that the nature of FISA 
practice requires that OI rely on the FBI agents who are familiar with the 
investigation to provide accurate and complete information. Unlike federal 
prosecutors, OI attorneys are usually not involved in an investigation, or even 
aware of a case's existence, unless and until OI receives a request to initiate a FISA 
application. Once OI receives a FISA request, OI attorneys generally interact with 
field offices remotely and do not have broad access to FBI case files or sensitive 
source files. NSD officials cautioned that even if OI received broader access to FBI 
case and source files, they still believe that the case agents and source handling 
agents are better positioned to identify all relevant information in the files. In 
addition, NSD officials told us that OI attorneys often do not have enough time to 
go through the files themselves, as it is not unusual for OI to receive requests for 
emergency authorizations with only a few hours to evaluate the request. 

Despite the necessity that OI receive complete and accurate information from 
the FBI, our review identified numerous instances in which the FBI did not provide 
information relevant to the probable cause determination to OI and, therefore, that 
information was not shared with either the decision makers in the Department who 
ultimately approved the applications, or with the court, which ultimately found 
probable cause to believe that Carter Page was an agent of a foreign power and 
authorized FISA surveillance of him on four separate occasions. We found this 
failure by the FBI particularly concerning given the critical gatekeeper role that OI 
attorneys have in ensuring that FISA applications (a} contain sufficient evidence, in 
NSD's view, to support a probable cause finding, and (b) include information that is 
inconsistent with or contrary to the information presented in support of establishing 
probable cause. We concluded that OI attorneys were unable to fulfill this 
responsibility because members of the Crossfire Hurricane team repeatedly failed to 
provide OI with all relevant information. As a consequence, the factual 
representations in the initial and renewal FISA applications filed with the FISC 
contained information that was inaccurate, incomplete, or unsupported by 
appropriate documentation, based upon information the FBI had in its possession at 
the time the applications were filed. 

In addition, we identified significant errors with the Crossfire Hurricane 
team's compliance with the FBI's Woods Procedures, which were adopted by the 
FBI in 2001 after errors were identified in numerous FISA applications in FBI 
counterterrorism investigations. The Woods Procedures are intended to ensure the 
accuracy of every piece of information asserted in a FISA application by requiring 
that both an agent and a supervisory agent verify, with supporting documentation 
that must be maintained in the Woods File, that each factual assertion is accurately 
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stated. We determined that these requirements were not met with regard to any of 
the four Carter Page FISA applications. 

Below we highlight the significant instances of inaccurate, incomplete, or 
undocumented information identified during our review, beginning with the first 
application. After the first application, we highlight significant additional errors and 
omissions in the renewal applications, including the agents' failures to update 
factual assertions repeated in the renewal applications, disclose new relevant 
information, and reassess the evidence supporting probable cause as the 
investigation progressed. Finally, we describe the failures in the performance of the 
Woods Procedures that could have prevented some, but not all, of the errors and 
omissions we identified.490 

1. The First FISA Application 

As with all applications, the FISC Rules and FBI procedures required that the 
Carter Page FISA applications contain all material facts. Although the FISC Rules 
do not define or otherwise explain what constitutes a "material" fact, the FISA SMP 
PG states that a fact is "material" if it is relevant to the court's probable cause 
determination. 

In all four applications, the factual basis supporting probable cause relied 
upon Page's historical (pre-2016) contacts with known Russian intelligence officers, 
as well as information from four Steele reports (Reports 80, 94, 95, and 102). The 
most prominent of the Steele reports were Report 94 concerning alleged secret 
meetings between Carter Page and two Russian nationals (Igor Sechin and Igor 
Divyekin) in July 2016, and Report 95 concerning the alleged role of Page as an 
intermediary between the Trump campaign and Russia. According to Report 95, 
Paul Manafort was using Page as an intermediary between the Trump campaign and 
Russia in a "well-developed conspiracy" that involved Russia's agreement to 
disclose hacked DNC emails to WikiLeaks in exchange for the Trump campaign's 
agreement, to include at least Page, to sideline Russian intervention in Ukraine as a 
campaign issue. Steele told us that the allegations in Report 95 came from one 
person (Person 1) and were provided to Steele by Steele's Primary Sub-source. 
The allegation in Report 102 that Russia released the DNC emails to Wikileaks in an 
attempt to swing voters to Trump, an objective allegedly conceived and promoted 
by Page and others, also came from Person 1 and was provided to Steele by 
Steele's Primary Sub-source.491 

However, as more fully described in Chapter Five, based upon the 
information known to the FBI in October 2016, the first application: 

• 9° Chapters Five and Eight more fully describe the most significant instances of inaccurate, 
incomplete, and undocumented information we identified during our review, and Appendix One 
provides a complete list of the failures we identified in the Woods Procedures. 

491 Person 1 was also one of two sources for the allegation in Report 80 that derogatory 
information about Hillary Clinton had been compiled for many years, was controlled by the Kremlin, 
and had been fed by the Kremlin to the Trump campaign for an extended period of time. 
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1. Omitted information from another U.S. government agency detailing 
its prior relationship with Page, including that Page had been approved 
as an operational contact for the other agency from 2008 to 2013, and 
that Page had provided information to the other agency concerning his 
prior contacts with certain Russian intelligence officers, one of which 
overlapped with facts asserted in the FISA application; 

2. Included a source characterization statement asserting that Steele's 
prior reporting had been "corroborated and used in criminal 
proceedings," which overstated the significance of Steele's past 
reporting and was not approved by Steele's FBI handling agent, as 
required by the Woods Procedures; 

3. Omitted information relevant to the reliability of Person 1, a key Steele 
sub-source (who, as previously noted, was attributed with providing 
the information in Report 95 and some of the information in Reports 
80 and 102 relied upon in the application), namely that (1) Steele 
himself told members of the Crossfire Hurricane team that Person 1 
was a "boaster" and an "egoist" and "may engage in some 
embellishment" and (2) the FBI had opened a counterintelligence 
investigation on Person 1 a few days before the FISA application was 
filed; 

4. Asserted that the FBI had assessed that Steele did not directly provide 
to the press information in the September 23 Yahoo News article, 
based on the premise that Steele had told the FBI that he only shared 
his election-related research with the FBI and Simpson; this premise 
was factually incorrect (Steele had provided direct information to 
Yahoo News) and also contradicted by documentation in the Woods 
File-Steele had told the FBI that he also gave his information to the 
State Department; 

5. Omitted Papadopoulos's statements to an FBI CHS in September 2016 
denying that anyone associated with the Trump campaign was 
collaborating with Russia or with outside groups like WikiLeaks in the 
release of emails; 

6. Omitted Page's statements to an FBI CHS in August 2016 that Page 
had "literally never met" or "said one word to" Paul Manafort and that 
Manafort had not responded to any of Page's emails; if true, those 
statements were in tension with claims in Steele's Report 95 that Page 
was participating in a "conspiracy" with Russia by acting as an 
intermediary for Manafort on behalf of the Trump campaign; and 

7. Selectively included Page's statements to an FBI CHS in October 2016 
that the FBI believed supported its theory that Page was an agent of 
Russia but omitted other statements Page made, including denying 
having met with Sechin and Divyekin, or even knowing who Divyekin 
was; if true, those statements contradicted the claims in Steele's 
Report 94 that Page had met secretly with Sechin and Divyekin about 
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future cooperation with Russia and shared derogatory information 
about candidate Clinton. 

We found no indication that NSD officials were aware of these issues at the 
time they prepared or reviewed the first FISA application. Regarding the third 
listed item above, the OI Attorney who drafted the application had received an 
email from Case Agent 1 before the first application was filed containing the 
information about Steele's "boaster" and "embellishment" characterization of 
Person 1, whom the FBI believed to be Source E in Report 95 and the source of 
other allegations in the application derived from Reports 80 and 102. This 
information was part of a lengthy email that included descriptions of various 
individuals in Steele's source network and other information Steele provided to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team in early October 2016. The OI Attorney told us that he 
did not recall the Crossfire Hurricane team flagging this issue for him or that he 
independently made the connection between this sub-source and Steele's 
characterization of Person 1 as an embellisher. We believe Case Agent 1 should 
have specifically discussed with the 01 Attorney the FBI's assessment that this sub­
source was Person 1, that Steele had provided derogatog information regarding 
Person 1, and that 
I, so that OI could have assessed how these facts might impact the FISA 
application. As described in Chapter Five, Evans and the OI Attorney told us that 
they would have wanted to discuss this information internally within NSD and with 
the FBI and likely would have, at a minimum, disclosed the information to the 
court. 

We were particularly concerned by Case Agent 1 's failure to provide accurate 
and complete information to the OI Attorney concerning Page's relationship status 
with the other U.S. government agency and Page's communications with the other 
agency about his contacts with Russian intelligence officers. As described in 
Chapter Five, in response to a question from the 01 Attorney in late September 
2016 as to whether Carter Page had a current or prior relationship with the other 
agency, Case Agent 1 stated that Page's relationship was "dated" (when Page lived 
in Moscow in 2004-2007) and "outside scope." This representation was contrary to 
the information that the other agency provided in its August 17, 2016 Memorandum 
to the FBI, which stated that Page was approved as an operational contact of the 
other agency from 2008 to 2013 {after Page had left Moscow); it also was contrary 
to information in the FBI's own case files regarding Page's claims of interactions 
with the other agency. Moreover, rather than being outside the scope of the FISA 
application, Page's status with the other agency overlapped in time with some of 
the interactions between Page and known Russian intelligence officers alleged in the 
FISA applications. Further, Page provided information to the other agency about 
his past contacts with a Russian intelligence officer (Intelligence Officer 1), which 
were among the historical connections to Russian intelligence officers that the FBI 
relied upon in the first FISA application (and subsequent renewal applications) to 
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help support probable cause.492 According to the August 17 Memorandum, an 
employee of the other agency assessed that Page "candidly described his contact 
with" Intelligence Officer 1 to the other agency. Thus, the FBI relied upon Page's 
contacts with Intelligence Officer 1, among others, In support of its probable cause 
statement, while failing to disclose to OI or the FISC that (1) Page had been 
approved as an operational contact by the other agency during a five-year period 
that overlapped with allegations in the FISA application, (2) Page had disclosed to 
the other agency contacts that he had with Intelligence Officer 1 and certain other 
individuals, and (3) the other agency's employee had given a positive assessment 
of Page's candor. The FBI also did not engage with the other U.S. government 
agency to understand what it meant for Page to have been approved as an 
operational contact, whether Page interacted with Russian intelligence officers at 
the behest of the other agency or with the intent to assist the U.S. government, 
and the breadth of the other agency's information concerning Page's interactions 
with Intelligence Officer 1, all information that would have been highly relevant to 
the FISC's probable cause determination. 493 

Case Agent 1 was unable to reconcile for us the information he provided to 
the OI Attorney with the information in the August 17 Memorandum or FBI case 
files, explaining to the OIG that he did not recall his state of knowledge in 2016 
regarding Page's history with the other U.S. government agency. We concluded 
that Case Agent 1 failed to provide accurate and complete information to the OI 
Attorney concerning Page's relationship and cooperation with the other agency. 
Further, we believe Case Agent 1 or his supervisor, SSA 1, should have ensured 
that someone on the team contacted the other agency after receiving the August 
17 Memorandum to determine what it meant for Page to have been approved as an 
operational contact, whether Page interacted with Russian intelligence officers at 
the behest of the other agency or with the intent to assist the U.S. government, 
and to seek additional information concerning Page's interactions with Intelligence 
Officer 1. 

We also found troubling the Crossfire Hurricane team's failure to advise OI of 
statements Page made, as noted in the sixth item above, to an FBI CHS in August 
2016 during a consensually monitored meeting through which the Crossfire 
Hurricane team had sought to obtain information from Page about possible links 
between the Trump campaign and Russia. This CHS operation was one of the first 
investigative steps in the Carter Page investigation and took place before the media 
had publicly reported the allegations in the Steele reports. During the operation, 
Page made statements that, if true, undercut the allegation in Steele's Report 95 
(received by the team in September) that Manafort was using Page as an 
intermediary with Russia. According to the transcript of the operation, Page told 
the CHS that he had "literally never met" or "said one word to" Manafort, and that 

• 92 The other agency did not provide the FSl with information indicating it had knowledge of 
Page's reported contacts with another particular intelligence officer. The FSI also re!ied on Page's 
contacts with this intelligence officer in the FISA application. 

493 As noted earlier in this chapter, according to the U.S. government agency that approved 
Page as an operational contact, the approval did not allow for the operational use or tasking of Page. 
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Manafort had not responded to any of Page's emails. Page's statements concerning 
Manafort, which Page made before he had reason to know about Steele's reporting 
connecting him to Manafort in a conspiracy with Russia, were not provided to OI 
prior to the filing of the first FISA application. We agree with the OI Attorney who 
told us that the FBI should have flagged these statements for inclusion in the FISA 
application because they were relevant to the court's assessment of the allegations 
in Report 95 concerning Manafort using Page as an intermediary with Russia. We 
also believe that as the case proceeded and the FBI gathered substantial evidence 
of Page's past electronic communications, the lack of evidence showing substantive 
communications between Page and Manafort bolstered the need to, at a minimum, 
include Page's statements regarding Manafort in the renewal applications. 

Further, we were concerned by the Crossfire Hurricane team's assertion, 
without approval from Steele's handling agent (Handling Agent 1), that Steele's 
prior reporting had been "corroborated and used in criminal proceedings" (second 
item noted above), which we were told was primarily a reference to Steele's role !n 
the International Federation of Association Football (FIFA) corruption investigation. 
According to Handling Agent 1, he would not have approved the representation in 
the application because only "some" of Steele's prior reporting had been 
corroborated-most of it had not-and because Steele's information was never used 
in a criminal proceeding. The Supervisory Intelligence Analyst (Supervisory Intel 
Analyst), who told us he originally provided this language for an intelligence 
product prepared by his analytical team, told us that he did not review the FIFA 
case file or "dig Into" exactly how Steele's information was used in the FIFA case. 
SSA 1 told us that the team had "speculated" that Steele's prior reporting had been 
corroborated and used in criminal proceedings because they knew Steele had been 
"a part of, if not predicated, the FIFA investigation" and was known to have an 
extensive source network into Russian organized crime. 

The source characterization statement in all four FISA applications stated 
that Steele's prior reporting had been corroborated and used in criminal 
proceedings, and the renewal applications further relied upon this assertion as the 
basis for the FBI's assessment that Steele was still reliable despite his disclosure of 
the FBI's investigation to media outlet Mother Jones in late October 2016. Given 
the importance of a source's bona fides to a court's determination of reliability­
particularly in cases where, as here, the source information supporting probable 
cause is uncorroborated-we concluded that the repeated failure in all four 
applications by the agents and the SSAs involved to comply with FBI policy 
requiring that the handling agent review and approve the language was significant. 
This created the impression that at least some of Steele's past reporting had been 
deemed sufficiently reliable by prosecutors to use in court, and that more of his 
information had been corroborated than was actually the case. 

None of the inaccuracies and omissions we identified in the first application 
were brought to the attention of OI before the last FISA application was filed in 
June 2017. Consequently, these failures were repeated in all three renewal 
applications. As a result, the Department officials who reviewed one or more of the 
applications, including DAG Yates, Acting Attorney General Boente, and DAG 
Rosenstein, did not have accurate and complete information at the time they 
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approved the applications. We do not speculate as to whether or how this 
additional information might have influenced the decisions of senior leaders who 
supported the applications, if they had known all of the relevant information. 
Nevertheless, we believe it was the obligation of the agents who were aware of the 
information to ensure that OI and the decision makers had the opportunity to 
consider it, both to decide whether to proceed with the applications and, if so, how 
to present this information to the court. We also do not speculate as to whether 
this additional information would have influenced the court's decision on probable 
cause if the court had accurate and complete information at the time of the first 
application. However, it was the Department's and FBI's obligation to ensure that 
the applications were "scrupulously accurate" and that the court was provided with 
a complete and accurate recitation of the relevant facts, which we found did not 
occur. 

2. The Three Renewal Applications 

In addition to repeating the errors contained in the first FISA applicatiOn, we 
identified other, similarly significant errors in the three renewal applications, based 
upon information known to the FBI after the first application was filed and before 
one or more of the renewals was filed. As more fully described in Chapter Eight, 
the renewal applications: 

8. Omitted the fact that Steele's Primary Sub-source, who the FBI found 
credible, had made statements in January 2017 raising significant 
questions about the reliability of allegations included in the FISA 
applications, including, for example, that he/she did not recall any 
discussion with Person 1 concerning WikiLeaks and there was "nothing 
bad11 about the communications between the Kremlin and the Trump 
team, and that he/she did not report to Steele in July 2016 that Page 
had met with Sechin; 

9. Omitted Page's prior relationship with another U.S. government 
agency, despite being reminded by the other agency in June 2017, 
prior to the filing of the final renewal application, about Page's past 
status with that other agency; instead of including this information in 
the final renewal application, the FBI OGC Attorney altered an email 
from the other agency so that the email stated that Page was "not a 
source" for the other agency, which the FBI affiant relied upon in 
signing the final renewal application; 

10. Omitted information provided by persons with direct knowledge of 
Steele's work-related performance in a prior position about Steele's 
professional judgment, including statements that Steele had held a 
"moderately senior11 position (not "high-ranking" as noted in the 
applications), had no history of reporting in bad faith but 
demonstrated "poor judgment," "pursued people with political risk but 
no intelligence value," "didn't always exercise great judgment," and it 
was "not clear what he would have done to validate" his reporting; 
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11. Omitted information from Department attorney Bruce Ohr about Steele 
and his election reporting, including that {1) Steele's reporting was 
going to Clinton's presidential campaign and others, (2) Simpson was 
paying Steele to discuss his reporting with the media, and (3) Steele 
was "desperate that Donald Trump not get elected and was passionate 
about him not being the U.S. President"; 

12. Failed to update the description of Steele after information became 
known to the Crossfire Hurricane team, not only from Ohr but from 
others, that provided greater clarity on the political origins and 
connections of Steele's reporting, including that Simpson was hired by 
someone associated with the Democratic Party and/or the DNC; 

13. Failed to correct the assertion in the first FISA application that the FBI 
did not believe that Steele directly provided information to the reporter 
who wrote the September 23 Yahoo News article, even though there 
was no information in the Woods File to support this claim and even 
after certain FBI officials involved in Crossfire Hurricane learned in 
2017, before the third renewal application, of an admission that Steele 
made in a court filing about his interactions with the news media in the 
late summer and early fall of 2016; 

14. Omitted the finding from a formal FBI source validation report that 
Steele was suitable for continued operation but that his past 
contributions to the FBI's criminal program had been "minimally 
corroborated," and instead continued to assert in the source 
characterization statement that Steele's prior reporting had been 
"corroborated and used in criminal proceedings"; 

15. Omitted Papadopoulos's statements to an FBI CHS in late October 
2016 (after the first application was filed) denying that the Trump 
campaign was involved in the circumstances of the DNC email hack; 

16. Omitted Joseph Mifsud's denials to the FBI that he supplied 
Papadopoulos with the information Papadopoulos shared with the FFG 
{suggesting that the campaign received an offer or suggestion of 
assistance from Russia);494 and 

17. Omitted evidence indicating that Page played no role in the Republican 
platform change on Russia's annexation of Ukraine as alleged in Steele 
Report 95, which was inconsistent with a factual assertion relied upon 
to support probable cause in all four FISA applications. 

We found the FBI's failure, noted in the eighth listed item above, to advise OI 
or the court of the inconsistences between Steele and his Primary Sub-source to be 
among the most serious omissions of information. As described ln Chapter Four, 

494 According to The Special Counsel's Report, Mifsud made inaccurate statements during this 
FSI interview about his interactions with Papadopoulos. See The Special Counsel's Report, Vol. I at 
193. Nevertheless, Evans told us that Mifsud's denials during his FBI interview sounded like 
something "potentially factually similarly situated" to the denials made by Papadopoulos that Ol 
determined should have been included in the applications. 
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Steele himself was not the originating source of any of the factual information in his 
reporting; Steele instead relied on his Primary Sub-source for information, who 
used his/her network of sub-sources to gather information that was then passed to 
Steele. As described in Chapters Six and Eight, during his/her January 2017 
interview with the FBI, the Primary Sub-source made statements that were 
inconsistent with multiple sections of the Steele reports, including the allegations 
relied upon in the FISA applications. These inconsistencies should have resulted in 
serious discussions about the reliability of Steele's reporting-particularly to support 
a probable cause showing in a court filing-but did not. For example, regarding the 
allegations in Report 95 that came from Person 1 (Source E), the Primary Sub­
source said, among other things, that he/she had only one, 10- to 15-mlnute 
telephone call with someone he/she believed was Person 1 and did not recall any 
discussion or mention of WikiLeaks. Further, the Primary Sub-source told the FBI 
that there was "nothing bad" about communications between the Kremlin and the 
Trump team. The Primary Sub-source's account of these communications, if true, 
was not consistent with the allegations of a "well-developed conspiracy" in Reports 
95 and 102 attributed to Source E (Person 1). Further, his/her statement that 
he/she did not recall any discussion or mention of WiklLeaks during the telephone 
call was inconsistent with those allegations. However, the FBI did not share this 
information with QI. The FBI also failed to share other inconsistencies with OI, 
including the Primary Sub-source's account of the alleged meeting between Page 
and Sechin in Steele's Report 94 and his/her descriptions of the source network.495 

The fact that the Primary Sub-source's account was inconsistent with key 
assertions attributed to his/her own sub-sources in Reports 94, 95, and 102 should 
have generated significant discussions between the Crossfire Hurricane team and 
QI prior to submitting the next FISA renewal application. According to Evans, had 
QI been made aware of the information, such discussions might have included the 
possibility of foregoing the renewal request altogether, at least until the FBI 
reconciled the differences between Steele's account and the Primary Sub-source's 
account to the satisfaction of QI. However, we found no evidence that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team ever considered whether any of the inconsistencies warranted 
reconsideration of the FBI's previous assessment of the reliability of the Steele 
reports or notice to QI before the subsequent renewal applications were filed. 

As a result, the second and third renewal applications provided no 
substantive information concerning the Primary Sub-source's interview, and instead 
offered a brief conclusory statement that the FBI met with the Primary Sub-source 
"[i}n an effort to further corroborate Steele's reporting" and found the Primary Sub-

495 As more fully described in Chapter Eight, according to the Primary Sub-source, he/she was 
not told until October 2016 that the Page-Sechin meeting had taken place the previous July. According 
to the Primary Sub-source, he/she had only told Steele in July 2016 that he/she had heard that the 
meeting would be taking place. However, Steele authored Report 94 in July 2016 alleging that the 
Page-Sechin meeting had taken place that month and describing the topics that were discussed at the 
meeting. As noted previously, Page denied to an FBI CHS that he had met with Sechin in July 2016, 
and, as of the date of the last FISA application, the FBI had not determined whether a meeting 
between Sechin and Page took place. In addition, the Primary Sub-source's description of each of 
his/her sources indicated that their positions and access to the information they were reporting were 
more attenuated than represented by Steele and described in the FISA applications. 
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source to be "truthful and cooperative." We believe that including this statement, 
without also informing the court that the Primary Sub-source gave an account of 
the events that was inconsistent with key assertions in Steele's reporting, left a 
misimpression that the Primary Sub-source had corroborated the Steele reporting. 
Indeed, as we describe in Chapter Eight, in its July 2018 Rule 13 letter to the court, 
the Department-which was continuing to rely on the FBI's representations 
regarding the Primary Sub-source's interview-defended the reliability of Steele's 
reporting and the FISA applications by citing, in part, to the Primary Sub-source's 
interview as "additional information corroborating [Steele's] reporting" and noting 
the FBI's determination that he/she was "truthful and cooperative." 

When we asked the case agents and supervisory agents who participated in 
the preparation or Woods review of the second and third renewal applications, they 
either told us that they were not aware of the inconsistences or, if they were aware, 
they did not make the connection that the inconsistencies affected aspects of the 
FISA applications. For example, Case Agent 1 told us that he believed that 
someone else should have highlighted the issue for the agents working on the 
second renewal application because he did not know some of the details concerning 
Person 1 that would have helped him make the necessary connections. He told us 
that he did not know whether Steele had his own relationship with Person 1 such 
that Steele could have had another basis for attributing all the information in 
Report 95 to Person 1. However, given Case Agent l's central role in the Page 
investigation, the Primary Sub-source interview, and the preparation of the first two 
FISA applications and factual accuracy review on the third, we believe he should 
have been one of the first to notice, and advise others about, the problems the 
Primary Sub-source's accounts created for the FISA applications. Similarly, we 
believe the Supervisory Intel Analyst also should have noticed and advised others 
about the conflicting information, given he participated in the January 2017 Primary 
Sub-source interview, helped supervise the team's evaluation of the Steele 
reporting, and played a supportive role in the preparation of the prior FISA 
applications. Instead, as discussed in Chapter Eight, the Supervisory Intel Analyst 
circulated a 2-page intelligence memorandum to senior FBI officials highlighting 
aspects of the Primary Sub-source's account but failed to advise them of the 
inconsistencies between Steele and his Primary Sub-source on, among other things, 
the key allegations against Page in Reports 94 and 95. 

In addition to the Primary Sub-source's interview, we found other information 
in the FBI's possession that raised questions about the accuracy of the Steele 
reporting regarding Carter Page, but that was not included in the renewal 
applications. As described in Chapter Five, to support the allegations in Report 95 
that Page worked to sideline Ukraine as a campaign issue, the first FISA application 
described two news articles from July and August 2016 reporting that the Trump 
campaign had worked behind the scenes to change the Republican Party's platform 
on providing weapons to Ukraine. As more fully described in Chapter Eight, after 
the first application, the Crossfire Hurricane team did not learn of any information 
that Page was involved in the platform change and instead developed evidence 
tending to show that two other Trump campaign officials were responsible for the 
change. Despite this, as noted in the seventeenth item above, the FBI did not 
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include this information in any of the renewal applications or alter its assessment 
that Page was involved in the platform change. Instead, the renewal applications 
stated that Page had denied any role in the platform change to the FBI in March 
2017 but that the FBI assessed Page may have been downplaying his role. 

The renewal applications also continued to fail to include information 
regarding Carter Page's relationship with another U.S. government agency and 
information Page had shared with the other agency about his contacts with Russian 
intelligence officers, even after the Crossfire Hurricane team re-engaged with the 
other U.S. government agency in June 2017 (item nine above). As described in 
Chapter Eight, following interviews that Page gave to news outlets in April and May 
2017 stating that he had assisted the U.S. intelligence community in the past, one 
of the SSAs supervising Crossfire Hurricane sought additional information about the 
issue. SSA 2, who was to be the affiant for Renewal Application No. 3 and had 
been the affiant for the first two renewals, told us that he wanted a definitive 
answer to whether Page had ever been a source for another U.S. government 
agency before he signed the final renewal application, because he was concerned 
that Page could claim that he had been acting on behalf of the U.S. government 
when engaging with certain Russians. This led to interactions between the OGC 
Attorney assigned to Crossfire Hurricane and a liaison from the other U.S. 
government agency. In an email from the liaison to the OGC Attorney, the liaison 
provided written guidance, including that it was the liaison's recollection that Page 
had a relationship with the other agency, and directed the OGC Attorney to review 
the information that the other agency had provided to the FBI in August 2016. As 
noted above, that August 2016 information stated that Page did, in fact, have a 
prior relationship with that other agency. However, the OGC Attorney altered the 
liaison's email by inserting the words "not a source" into it, thus making it appear 
that the liaison had said that Page was "not a source"; the OGC Attorney then sent 
the altered email to SSA 2. Relying upon this altered email, SSA 2 signed the third 
renewal application (that again failed to disclose Page's past relationship with the 
other agency). Consistent with the Inspector General Act of 1978, following the 
OIG's discovery that the OGC Attorney had altered and sent the email to SSA 2, 
who thereafter relied on it to swear out the final FISA application, the OIG promptly 
informed the Attorney General and the FBI Director and provided them with the 
relevant information about the OGC Attorney's actions. 

None of these inaccuracies and omissions that we identified in the renewal 
applications were brought to the attention of OI before the applications were filed. 
As a result, similar to the first application, the Department officials who reviewed 
one or more of the renewal applications, including Yates, Boente, and Rosenstein, 
did not have accurate and complete information at the time they approved them. 
An exception with respect to Boente concerned information regarding the ties 
between Steele's reporting and the Democratic Party, which documents indicate 
were broadly known among relevant Department officials by February and March 
2017. Boente recalled knowing the information at the time he approved the second 
renewal. Rosenstein told us he believes he learned that information from news 
media accounts, but did not recall whether he knew at the time he approved the 
third renewal. As with the first FISA application, we do not speculate whether or 
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how having accurate and complete information might have influenced the decisions 
of senior Department leaders who supported the renewal applications, or the court, 
if they had known all of the relevant information. Nevertheless, it was the 
obligation of the FBI agents and supervisors who were aware of the information to 
ensure that the FISA applications were "scrupulously accurate" and that OI, the 
Department's decision makers, and ultimately, the court had the opportunity to 
consider the additional information and the information omitted from the first 
application. The individuals involved did not meet this obligation. 

Multiple factors made it difficult for us to assess the extent of FBI 
leadership's knowledge as to each fact stated incorrectly or omitted from the FISA 
applications. As described in prior chapters, Corney certified the first three 
applications as the FBI Director, and McCabe certified the final renewal application 
as the Acting FBI Director. As the FBI's senior leaders, Corney and McCabe would 
have had greater access to case information than Department leadership and also 
more interaction with senior CD officials and the investigation team. Further, as 
described in Chapter Three, CD officials orally briefed the Crossfire Hurricane cases 
to FBI senior leadership throughout the investigation. McCabe received more 
briefings than Corney, but both received oral briefings of the team's investigative 
activities. During one such briefing, McCabe listened to parts of the recording of 
the conversation between Carter Page and an FBI CHS in August 2016. In addition, 
in her capacity as the Deputy Director's counsel, Lisa Page attended meetings with 
Strzok and the Crossfire Hurricane team and reported information back to McCabe. 
However, limited recollections and the absence of detailed documentation of 
meetings made it impracticable for us to determine, beyond the more general 
investigative updates that we know were provided, what specific information was 
described during these leadership briefings and the precise nature of FBI leadership 
awareness of critical facts. 496 Moreover, we identified instances in which senior FBI 
officials were not provided with complete Information. For example, although we 
found that Corney and McCabe had been informed that the FBI had interviewed 
Steele's Primary Sub-source, the 2-page intelligence memorandum that they were 
sent highlighting aspects of the Primary Sub-source's account failed to advise them 
of inconsistencies between Steele's reporting and the Primary Sub-source on key 
allegations. Thus, while we believe the opportunities for learning investigative 
details were greater for FBI leadership than for Department leadership, we were 
unable to conclusively determine whether FBI leadership was provided with 
sufficient information, or sufficiently probed the investigative team, to enable them 
to effectively assess the evidence as the case progressed. 

3. Failures in the Woods Process 

As more fully described in Chapter Two, the FBI's Woods Procedures seek to 
ensure the accuracy of every factual assertion in a FISA application by requiring 
that an agent and his or her supervisor verify, with supporting documentation, that 
the assertion is correct and maintain the supporting document in the Woods File. 

496 In addition, Corney's decision not to reinstate his security clearance for his OIG interview 
made the OIG unable to question him or refresh his recollection with relevant, classified 
documentation. 

373 



10833

551 

In the case of renewal applications, this process involves re-verifying the accuracy 
of "old facts" from prior applications that are repeated and verifying and obtaining 
supporting documentation for any "new facts" that are added. 

We examined the FBI's compliance with the Woods Procedures by comparing 
the facts asserted in the probable cause sections of the FISA applications to the 
documents maintained in each application's Woods File. Our comparison identified 
numerous instances in which a fact asserted in the application was not supported 
by appropriate documentation in the Woods File. The Woods errors we identified 
generally fell into three categories: (1} a fact asserted in the FISA application that 
had no supporting documentation in the Woods File, (2) a factual assertion had a 
corresponding document in the Woods File, but the document did not state the fact 
asserted in the FISA application, or (3) the corresponding document in the Woods 
File indicated that the fact asserted in the FISA application was inaccurate. 

Among the most significant Woods errors we identified in this review were: 
(1) the failure to obtain the handling agent's approval of the source characterization 
statements for Steele and another FBI CHS whose information was relied upon in 
the applications; (2) documentation in the Woods File used to support the FBI's 
statement that Steele only shared his election related research with Simpson 
actually stated that Steele also shared the information with the State Department; 
and {3) documentation in the Woods File to support the FBI's assertion that Page 
did not refute his alleged contacts with Sechln and Divyekin to an FBI CHS actually 
stated that Page specifically denied meeting with Sechin and Divyekin to the CHS. 
Appendix One describes additional Woods errors that our review identified. 

Some of the Woods errors, including the ones highlighted above, were 
repeated in all four applications, demonstrating that the agents and supervisors 
performing the Woods Procedures did not attempt to re-verify the accuracy of 
factual assertions repeated from prior applications-or if they did, they did not read 
the documents completely but only confirmed that a corresponding document 
appeared in the Woods File. 

As described in Chapter Two, the Woods Procedures were adopted in 2001 
following errors in numerous FISA applications in counterterrorism investigations. 
When properly followed, the Woods Procedures help reduce errors in the 
information supporting a FISA application by requiring an agent to identify and 
maintain a source document for every fact asserted in the application and complete 
a list of database searches on the FISA target and any CHSs relied upon in the 
application. We observed that the Woods process focuses on the facts actually 
asserted in an application and will not necessarily identify relevant facts that are 
missing from an application. For this reason, performance of the Woods 
Procedures, alone, would have caught some but not all of the many problems we 
identified. We believe these problems nevertheless would have been caught, or 
never would have existed in the first place, had the Crossfire Hurricane team 
adequately performed its duty of sharing all relevant information with OI. 

374 



10834

552 

c. Conclusions Regarding the FISA Applications 

1. The Failure to Share Relevant Factual Information with 
OI, the Department's Decision Makers, and the Court, and 
Other FISA Related Errors 

As described in Chapters Five and Seven, all four FISA applications received 
the necessary Department approvals and certifications-in each instance the 
approval required for submission of the proposed application (read copy) was 
appropriately executed by the OI Unit Chief, and the final application was certified 
by the FBI Director or Acting Director and approved by the DAG or, in the case of 
the second renewal application, the Acting Attorney General. Further, we found 
that all four applications received more attention and scrutiny than a typical FISA 
application in terms of the additional layers of review and number of high-level 
officials who read the application. This was particularly true of the first application, 
which underwent a lengthy review and editing process within NSD, the FBI OGC, 
and ODAG. 

However, as discussed above, relevant information was not shared with, and 
consequently not considered by, the decision makers who ultimately decided to 
support the applications. The failure to update OI with accurate and complete 
information resulted in FISA applications that made it appear that the evidence 
supporting probable cause was stronger than was actually the case. Based upon 
the information in the application, Yates told us that when she approved and signed 
the first application, she did not believe it presented a close call from a legal 
sufficiency standpoint, and she was comfortable that the request for FISA authority 
sought by the FBI was an appropriate investigative step to take. Similarly, 
Rosenstein told us that by the time he signed Renewal Application No. 3 probable 
cause was not "a great stretch" and seemed obvious to him, given that the prior 
applications relied upon the same information that had been approved and granted 
three times by federal judges. As detailed in this report, these assessments by 
these decision makers were not based on a complete understanding of all relevant 
information that was available to the FBI at the time the applications were 
submitted. Indeed, by the time Rosenstein signed the final application, among 
other things, the following information had not been provided to the decision 
makers: {1) Steele's Primary Sub-source had not confirmed the allegations 
regarding Carter Page to the FBI and instead gave an account that was inconsistent 
with and contradicted them, and (2) testimonial and documentary evidence 
obtained by the FBI tended to show that other Trump campaign officials, not Page, 
were responsible for influencing the Republican platform change. 

Some factual misstatements and omissions were arguably more significant 
than others, but we concluded that the case agents' failures to share all relevant 
information with OI made OI unable to perform its gatekeeper function and 
deprived the decision makers the opportunity to make fully informed decisions. 
While we found isolated instances where a case agent forwarded documentation to 
the 01 Attorney that included, among other things, information omitted from the 
FISA applications, we noted that, in those instances, the Crossfire Hurricane team 
did not alert the 01 Attorney to the information. For example, when Case Agent 6 
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provided the 01 Attorney in June 2017 with the 163-page document detailing Page's 
meeting with the FBI CHS in August 2016, he directed the 01 Attorney's attention 
to statements that Page made that the FBI believed furthered the FISA application 
but did not identify for the OI Attorney relevant information that tended to undercut 
the probable cause analysis.497 Although we agreed with the OI Attorney that he 
should have examined material that the FBI provided to him more carefully, we 
concluded that the responsibility to raise relevant issues for OI fell squarely on the 
case agents who were most familiar with the case information. Further, we found 
instances when the OI Attorney asked the Crossfire Hurricane team the right 
questions, such as in September 2016 when he asked the case agent about Page's 
relationship with the other U.S. government agency, yet was provided with 
inaccurate or incomplete information. As noted previously, we do not speculate 
whether the correction of any particular misstatement or omission, or some 
combination thereof, would have resulted in a different outcome. Nevertheless, the 
decision makers should have been given complete and accurate information so that 
they could have meaningfully performed their duty to evaluate probable cause. 

The failure to update OI on all significant case developments relevant to the 
FISA applications led us to conclude that the agents did not give equal attention or 
treatment to the relevant facts that did not support probable cause, or reassess the 
evidence supporting probable cause as the investigation progressed. The FISA 
Request Form does not specifically ask the case agent to share with OI Information 
that, if accurate, would tend to undermine or would be inconsistent with the 
information being relied upon to support the government's theory, in whole or in 
part, that the target is a foreign power or an agent of a foreign power. We believe 
sworn law enforcement officers should already understand this basic obligation 
based on their training and experience. Nevertheless, we recommend that the FBI 
and the Department take additional steps to re-emphasize this obligation in the 
FISA context and help ensure that agents focus their attention equally on their 
obligation to share information with OI that might detract from a probable cause 
finding, regardless of whether they believe it to be true. FBI procedures should 
also ensure that OI receives all information that bears on the reliability of every 
CHS whose information the FBI intends to rely upon in the FISA application. This 
should include all information from the derogatory information sub-file, 
recommended later in our analysis of the FBI's relationship with Steele and its 
assessment of Steele's election reporting. A more robust questionnaire in the FISA 
Request Form could also help ensure that all relevant information is shared with OI 
so that its attorneys can do their job, and that case agents are not leaving to 
themselves the determination that is also properly OI's of what information might 
be significant or relevant to probable cause, or should be disclosed to the court. 

We also found the quantity of omissions and inaccuracies in the applications 
and the obvious errors in the Woods Procedures deeply concerning. Although we 

497 As described in Chapter Five, Case Agent 6 told us that he did not know that Page made 
the statement about Manafort because the August 2016 meeting took place before he was assigned to 
the investigation. He said that the reason he knew about the "October Surprise" statements in the 
163-page document was that he had heard about them from Case Agent 1 and did a word search to 
find the specific discussion of that topic. 
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did not find documentary or testimonial evidence of intentional misconduct on the 
part of the case agents who assisted OI in preparing the applications, or the agents 
and supervisors who performed the Woods Procedures, we also did not receive 
satisfactory explanations for the errors or missing information. In most instances, 
witnesses told us that they either did not know or recall why the information was 
not shared with OI, that the failure to do so may have been an oversight, that they 
did not recognize at the time the relevance of the information to the FISA 
application, or that they did not believe the missing information to be significant. 
On this last point, we believe that case agents may have improperly substituted 
their own judgments in place of the judgment of OI to consider the potential 
materiality of the information, or in place of the court to weigh the probative value 
of the information. As described above, given that certain factual misstatements 
were repeated in all four applications, across three different investigative teams, we 
also concluded that agents and supervisors failed to appropriately perform the 
Woods Procedures on the renewal applications by not giving much, if any, attention 
to re-verifying "old facts." We recommend that the Woods Form be revised to 
emphasize to agents and their supervisors this obligation and to have them certify 
that they re-verified factual assertions repeated from prior applications. 

As noted throughout this report, Case Agent 1 was primarily responsible for 
some of the most significant errors and omissions in the FISA applications, 
including (1) the mischaracterization of Steele's prior reporting resulting from his 
failure to seek review and approval of the statement from the handling agent, as 
the Woods Procedures required, (2) the failure to advise OI of Papadopoulos's 
statements to FBI CHSs that were inconsistent with the Steele reporting relied upon 
in the FISA applications that there was a "well-developed conspiracy of co­
operation" between individuals associated with the Trump campaign and Russia, (3) 
the failure to advise OI of Page's statements to an FBI CHS regarding him having 
no communications with Manafort and denying the alleged meetings with Sechin 
and Divyekin, ( 4) providing inaccurate and incomplete information to OI about 
information provided by another U.S. government agency regarding its past 
relationship with Page that was highly relevant to the applications, (5) the failure to 
advise 01 of the information from Bruce Ohr about Steele and his election 
reporting, and (6) the failure to advise OI of the inconsistences between Steele and 
his Primary Sub-source. The explanations that Case Agent 1 provided for these 
errors and omissions are summarized in Chapter Five and Chapter Eight of this 
report. While we found no documentary or testimonial evidence that this pattern of 
errors by Case Agent 1 was intentional, we also did not find his explanations for so 
many significant and repeated failures to be satisfactory. We therefore concluded 
that these explanations did not excuse his failure to meet his responsibility to 
ensure that the initial FISA application, the first renewal application, and the third 
renewal application were "scrupulously accurate." 

we similarly found errors by supervisory FBI employees with responsibility 
for the accuracy of the FBI applications. For example, SSA 1 performed the 
supervisory accuracy review for the first application required under the Woods 
Procedures and did not correct the errors we identified before the application was 
filed. We found that the team "speculated" that Steele's prior reporting had been 
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corroborated and used in criminal proceedings, but did not take reasonable steps to 
ensure the accuracy of this statement and did not confirm that Handling Agent 1 
had reviewed and approved its content, as required by the Woods Procedures. 
Separately, SSA 3 and SSA 5 failed to correct all of the errors we identified in the 
renewal applications, as did Case Agent 1 and Case Agent 7, when they performed 
the accuracy review under the Woods Procedures for one or more of the 
renewals.498 

These failures by supervisory and non-supervisory agents represent serious 
performance failures. 499 However, as we next discuss, the breadth and significance 
of these and other errors raised broader concerns as well. 

2. Failure of Managers and Supervisors, including Senior 
Officials, in the Chain of Command 

As this chapter summarizes, we identified at least 17 significant errors and 
omissions in the Carter Page FISA applications, and many additional Woods related 
errors. These errors and omissions resulted from case agents providing wrong or 
incomplete information to 01 and failing to flag important issues for discussion, 
without any satisfactory explanations. Moreover, case agents and SSAs did not 
give equal attention or treatment to the relevant facts that did not support probable 
cause, or reassess the evidence supporting probable cause as the investigation 
progressed and the information gathered undercut the assertions in the FISA 
applications. Further, the agents and SSAs did not follow, or appear to even know, 
the requirements in the Woods Procedures to re-verify the factual assertions from 
previous applications that are repeated in renewal applications and verify source 
characterization statements with the CHS handling agent and document the 
verification in the Woods File. That so many basic and fundamental errors were 
made on four FISA applications by three separate, hand-picked teams, on one of 
the most sensitive FBI investigations that was briefed to the highest levels within 
the FBI and that FBI officials expected would eventually be subjected to close 
scrutiny, raised significant questions regarding the FBI chain of command's 
management and supervision of the FISA process. 

As described in prior chapters, FBI Headquarters established a chain of 
command for Crossfire Hurricane that included dose supervision by senior CD 
managers, who then briefed FBI leadership throughout the investigation. Although 
we do not expect managers and supervisors to know every fact about an 

498 Case Agent 7 was a relatively new FBI special agent who was recently assigned to assist 
Case Agent 6 with the Carter Page investigation when he conducted the Woods Procedures on 
Renewal Application No. 3. During the Woods process, Case Agent 7 and Case Agent 6 identified and 
added some documents missing from the Woods File to provide support for the factual assertions in 
Renewal Application No. 3. In addition, SSA 5 said that on numerous occasions, Case Agent 1 and 
Case Agent 6 told him that the OI Attorney preparing the Carter Page FISA applications had "already 
seen all of the supporting documentation." 

499 After reading a draft of our report, SSA l and other members of the Crossfire Hurricane 
team told us that their performance should be assessed in light of the full scope of responsibilities they 
had in 2016, in connection with the FBI's Russian counterintelligence Investigation, and that the Carter 
Page FISA was a narrow aspect of their overall responsibilities. 
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investigation, or senior leaders to know all the details of cases they are briefed on, 
in a sensitive, high-priority matter like this one, it is reasonable to expect that they 
will take the necessary steps to ensure that they are sufficiently familiar with the 
facts and circumstances supporting and potentially undermining a FISA application 
in order to provide effective oversight consistent with their level of supervisory 
responsibility. We did not find that this was the case with the Carter Page FISA 
applications. Time and again, when we questioned managers, supervisors, and 
senior officials during their OIG interviews about the breadth of issues we identified 
during the review, the answers we received reflected a lack of understanding or 
awareness of important information that related to many of the problems we 
identified. 

Nevertheless, we found that managers, supervisors, and senior officials in 
the chain of command were aware of sufficient information that should have 
resulted in questions being raised regarding the reliability of the Steele reporting 
and the probable cause supporting the FISA applications. For example, after 
months of effort, the Crossfire Hurricane team had not corroborated any of the 
specific substantive allegations against Carter Page contained in the election 
reporting and relied on in the FISA applications (confirming only limited factual 
details such as Page's dates of travel), or any other evidence implicating Page. In 
fact, as discussed in Chapter Seven, before Renewal Application No. 2 was 
submitted to the court in April 2017, the Deputy Assistant Director and SSAs at FBI 
Headquarters supervising the Carter Page case had actually discussed, based upon 
the information gathered by that time, whether Page was a significant subject in 
the FBI's investigation by that time, let alone be the target of a FISA order.500 In 
addition, senior FBI officials were aware of Steele's political ties, and his disclosures 
of information to Mother Jones and other third parties. The Crossfire Hurricane 
team had also received information directly from persons with direct knowledge of 
Steele's work-related performance in a prior position that he had a history of 
demonstrating poor judgment, and they were aware of the information from Ohr 
concerning Steele's motivations and potential bias. Additionally, before the final 
FISA renewal application, the team had received the results of the FBI's source 
validation review of Steele, including the finding that Steele's past assistance to the 
FBI's criminal program had been "minimally corroborated," and Strzok and other 
supervisors had received information that Steele had been a source for the Yahoo 
News article. We recognize that FBI managers, supervisors, and senior officials in 
the chain of command were not made aware of all of the significant information 
undermining the Steele reporting, such as the inconsistencies between the 
reporting relied upon in the FISA applications and the Primary Sub-source's 
accounts of this information. Nevertheless, we concluded that the information that 
was known to them should have resulted in greater vigilance in overseeing the use 
of a highly intrusive technique in such a sensitive case, but did not. In our view, 

soo Under existing FBI policy the CD Assistant Director has no role in the review or approval of 
FISA applications. Priestap told us that, in comparison to the FBI Director, Deputy Director, and their 
staffs, the Assistant Director is in a better position to understand the facts supporting FISA 
applications, though he cautioned that review and approval of FISA applications by an Assistant 
Director should be limited to the only the most significant cases, if FBI policy is changed in this way. 
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this was a failure of not only the operational team, but also the managers and 
supervisors, including senior officials, in the chain of command. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the FBI review the performance of 
the employees who had responsibility for the preparation, Woods review, or 
approval of the FISA applications, as well as the managers, supervisors, and senior 
officials in the chain of command of the Carter Page investigation, and take any 
action deemed appropriate. In addition, given the extensive compliance failures we 
identified in this review, we believe that additional OIG oversight work is required 
to assess the FBI's compliance with Department and FBI FISA-related policies that 
seek to protect the civil liberties of U.S. persons. Accordingly, we have initiated an 
OIG audit that will further examine the FBI's compliance with the Woods Procedures 
in FISA applications that target U.S. persons in both counterintelligence and 
counterterrorlsm investigations. This audit will be informed by the findings in this 
review, as well as by our prior work over the past 15 years on the Department's 
and FBI's use of national security and surveillance authorities, including authorities 
under FISA, as detailed in Chapter One. 

3. Clarification Regarding OGC Legal Review During the 
Woods Process 

As described in Chapter Two, the Woods Procedures do not currently explain 
the steps that should be taken during OGC's final legal review of a FISA application 
or require that documentation of the final legal review be maintained in an 
appropriate FBI file. And, as described in Chapter Seven, the FBI was unable to 
provide the OIG with documentation of the OGC legal review of Renewal Application 
Nos. 1 and 2. We therefore recommend that the FBI revise the Woods Procedures 
to specify what steps must be taken and documented during the legal review 
performed by an OGC line attorney and SES-level supervisor before submitting the 
FISA application package to the FBI Director for certification. Because we were 
advised that the SES-level review is sometimes delegated to a non-SES-level 
supervisor, we also recommend that the FBI revise the Woods Procedures to clarify 
which positions may serve as the supervisory reviewer for OGC. 

III. The FBI's Relationship with Christopher Steele and Its Receipt and 
Use of His Election Reporting 

In this section, we analyze the FBI's handling of Christopher Steele and its 
use of his election reporting in Crossfire Hurricane, and whether the FBI's receipt 
and use of his reporting during that investigation complied with FBI CHS policies 
and procedures. As described in Chapter Four, Steele is a former intelligence 

officer ■■■-■-■■■-■I■■■■■■■■■■■- who in 2009 formed a consulting firm specializing in corporate intelligence and investigative 
services. In 2010, Steele was introduced by Department attorney Bruce Ohr to an 
FBI agent, and for several years provided information to the FBI about various 
matters, such as corruption in the International Federation of Association Football 
(FIFA). In October 2013, the FBI agent, referred to in our report as Handling Agent 
1, completed the paperwork to make Steele an FBI CHS. Handling Agent 1 took 
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this step because the volume of Steele's reporting had increased and involved 
persons of interest to the FBI, and he wanted to task Steele to collect additional 
information and compensate him for this work. Over the next 3 years, Steele 
provided the FBI with reporting primarily about Russian oligarchs. 

In June 2016, Steele and his consulting firm were hired by Fusion GPS, a 
Washington, D.C. investigative firm, to obtain information about whether Russia 
was trying to achieve a particular outcome in the 2016 U.S. elections, what 
personal and business ties then candidate Trump had in Russia, and whether there 
were any ties between the Russian government and Trump or his campaign. 
Steele's work for Fusion GPS resulted in at least ■ ree2,rts related to the election 
and, with Fusion GPS's authorization, Steele provided • of the reports to the FBI 
between July and October 2016, and I others to the FBI through Ohr and other 
third parties (as we described in Chapters Six and Nine).501 As noted earlier, we 
determined that Steele's election reporting played a central and essential role in the 
Department's decision in connection with the Crossfire Hurricane investigation to 
seek a FISA order in October 2016 authorizing electronic surveillance ■ 

targeting Carter Page. 

We found that FBI pollcy permitted the receipt and use of Steele's election 
reporting in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, and we did not find documentary 
or testimonial evidence that this decision was the result of political bias or other 
improper considerations. We further found that the FBI was aware of the potential 
for political influences on Steele's reporting from the outset of receiving it in July 
2016 and, in part to account for those potential influences, the Crossfire Hurricane 
team undertook substantial efforts to evaluate the accuracy of the reporting and 
the reliability of the sources of Steele's information. We determined that these 
investigative efforts raised significant questions about the accuracy and reliability of 
Steele's election reporting. However, as described in Chapters Seven and Eight and 
earlier in this chapter, we concluded that the FBI did not share these questions 
about the reporting with Department attorneys working on the Carter Page FISA 
applications and failed to reassess its reliance on Steele's reporting in the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation. 

we also found the FBI and Steele held differing views about the nature of 
their relationship during this time period. Steele had signed CHS paperwork with 
the FBI following his opening as a CHS in 2013. Accordingly, the FBI considered 

501 Following his attorney's review of a draft of this report, Steele advised us through his 
attorney that it was important to note that his election reporting consisted of information transmitted 
by word of mouth by a number of individual sources. According to Steele, this is a necessary practice 
to obtain information in a closed society like Russia and the election reports are descriptions of what 
certain individual sources, deemed to be reliable by Steele's consulting firm (Orbis), stated. Further, 
in Steele's view, his election reports should not have been treated as facts or allegations but as the 
starting point for further investigation, which he said was the intended use of the reports furnished to 
Fusion GPS. Steele advised us through his attorney that "it is with that lens that the accuracy and 
value of Steele's reporting should be assessed." Steele told us that it was his hope and expectation 
that the FBI would have used its resources to investigate the report information. We found no 
evidence that Steele communicated this view of his reporting to Handling Agent l or members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team. 
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Steele a CHS bound by certain obligations. Steele, however, considered himself a 
businessperson whose firm (not Steele) had a contractual CHS agreement with the 
FBI and whose election related work was not undertaken pursuant to that 
agreement, but instead was conducted solely on behalf of his firm's client {Fusion 
GPS), not the FBI. This disagreement led to divergent expectations about Steele's 
conduct, affected the FBI's control over Steele during the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, and ultimately resulted in the FBI formally closing Steele as a CHS 
(although, as we discuss later in this chapter, we found the FBI continued its 
relationship with Steele through Ohr). 

A. The FBI's Receipt, Use, and Assessment of Steele's Reporting 

As described in Chapter Four, the Crossfire Hurricane team first learned of 
Steele's reports when they received six of them from Handling Agent 1 in 
September 2016.502 The reporting was not the result of any proactive FBI 
investigative action, or any FBI tasking or direction to Steele. Rather, Steele's 
election reporting was developed at the request of his consulting firm's client, 
Fusion GPS, and was provided to the FBI with his client's consent. We found that 
the FBI was aware of the potential for political bias in the Steele election reporting 
from the outset of obtaining it. Handling Agent 1 told us that when Steele provided 
him with Report 80 in July 2016 and described his engagement with Fusion GPS, it 
was obvious to Handling Agent 1 that the request for the research was politically 
motivated.503 The Supervisory Intel Analyst explained that he also was aware of 
the potential for political influence on the Steele election reporting when it became 
available to the Crossfire Hurricane team in September 2016. 

We determined that the FBI's decisions to use Steele's information in 
Crossfire Hurricane and to task him in October 2016 were based on multiple factors 
unrelated to political considerations includin : 1 Steele's rior work as an 
~ence professional for a 
-; (2) his expertise on Russia; (3) his past record as an FBI CHS, which 
included furnishing Information concerning the activities of Russian oligarchs and 
investigative leads involving corruption in FIFA; (4) the assessment of Handling 
Agent 1 that Steele was reliable and had provided information to the FBI in the past 

502 Steele first gave Handling Agent 1 two of these six reports in July 2016, approximately 2 
months before the Crossfire Hurricane team received them on September 19. We describe in Chapter 
Four the various explanations we received for this delay In transmitting the reports to the team, none 
of which we found to be satisfactory. 

503 As described in Chapter Four, Handling Agent 1 told us that Steele informed him at their 
July 2016 meeting that Fusion GPS had been hired by a law firm to conduct research, though, 
according to Handling Agent 1, Steele stated that he did not know the law firm's name or its political 
affiliation. Notes that Steele allowed us to review and that he represented were written 
contemporaneously with the meeting state that Steele told Handling Agent l that "Democratic Party 
associates" were paying for Fusion GPS's research, the "ultimate client# was the leadership of the 
Clinton presidential campaign, and "the candidate" was aware of Steele's reporting. We also reviewed 
notes made by an Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC) in the FBI's New York Field Office (NYFO) 
of a July 13 call the ASAC had with Handling Agent 1 about Report 80. Among other things, the notes 
identify Simpson as a client of a law firm and that the "law firm works for the Republican party or 
Hillary and will use [the information described in Report 80] at some point." 
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that had been corroborated; and (5) that Steele's reporting was consistent with the 
FBI's knowledge at the time of alleged Russian efforts to interfere in the 2016 U.S. 
elections. 

The fact that Steele had been retained to conduct political opposition 
research did not require the FBI, under either Department or FBI policies, to ignore 
the information. The FBI and federal law enforcement regularly receive information 
from individuals with potentially significant biases and motivations, including drug 
traffickers, convicted felons, and even terrorists. The FBI is not required to set 
aside such information; rather, under CHS policy, the FBI is required to critically 
assess the information in light of any potentially significant biases and motivations. 
The "FBI must, to the extent practicable, ensure that the information collected from 
every CHS is accurate and current, and not given to the FBI in an effort to distract, 
mislead, or misdirect FBI organizational or governmental efforts. "504 Past OIG 
reviews of the Department's law enforcement components have found that the use 
of information from such individuals presents significant risks. 505 

In the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, as described in detail in Chapters 
Four and Six of this report, the team undertook substantial efforts to verify Steele's 
election reporting, including interviewing Steele; identifying and interviewing 
certain of Steele's sub-sources; undertaking CHS and Under Cover Employee (UCE) 
meetings with Papadopoulos, Page, and a high-level Trump campaign official; 
conducting database inquiries; open source research; and seeking information from 
other U.S. government intelligence agencies. 506 However, we found that 
corroboration for the election reporting proved to be elusive for the FBI to identify. 
FBI officials told us that the singular nature of the reporting (e.g., its recounting of 
conversations between a small number of persons) made it extremely difficult to 
verify. We determined that prior to and during the pendency of the FISAs the FBI 
was unable to corroborate any of the specific substantive allegations against Carter 
Page contained in the election reporting and relied on in the FISA applications, and 
was only able to confirm the accuracy of a limited number of circumstantial facts[ 
most of which were ln the public domain, such as the dates that Page traveled to 
Russia, the timing of events, and the occupational positions of individuals 
referenced in the reports. 

504 Confidential Human Source Validation Standards Manual ("VSM"), 0258PG (March 26, 
2010), § 1.0. 

505 U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (DIG), Audit of the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives' Management and Oversight of Confidential 
Informants, Audit Report 17-17 {March 2017}; DOJ OIG, Audit of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration's Confidential Source Policies and Oversight of Higher-Risk Confidential Sources, Audit 
Report 15-28 (July 2015); DOJ OIG, A Review of ATF's Operation Fast and Furious and Related 
Matters (September 2012); and DOJ OIG, The FBI's Compliance with the Attorney General's 
Investigative Guidelines (September 2005). 

506 FBI staff told us that because they knew of the potential for political influences on the 
election reporting, they did not devote resources to determine precisely which organization or persons 
were sponsoring Steele's reporting. Consistent with what we were told, we found that the FBI did not 
focus much attention on seeking to identify the client of Fusion GPS that was funding Steele's 
research. 
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In addition to the lack of corroboration, we found that the FBl's interviews of 
Steele, the Primary Sub-source, and a second sub-source, and other investigative 
activity, revealed potentially serious problems with Steele's description of 
information in his election reports. For example, as noted above, the Primary Sub­
source's accounting of events during his/her January 2017 interview with the FBI 
(after the filing of the first FISA application and Renewal Application No. 1, but 
before the filing of Renewal Application No. 2) was not consistent with and, in fact, 
contradicted the allegations in Reports 95 and 102 attributed to Person 1, as well as 
those in Report 94 concerning the meeting between Page and Sechin. In addition, 
another sub-source told the FBI in August 2017 (after the filing of Renewal 
Application No. 3) that information in Steele's election reporting attributable to 
him/her had been "exaggerated." Because the sub-sources themselves could have 
furnished exaggerated or false information to Steele, as well as to the FBI during 
their interviews, the cause of these inconsistencies remains unknown. According to 
the Supervisory Intel Analyst, the FBI ultimately determined that some of the 
allegations contained in Steele's election reporting were inaccurate, such as the 
allegation that Manafort used Page as an intermediary (Report 95) and that Michael 
Cohen had travelled to Prague for meetings with representatives of the Kremlin 
(Reports 134, 135, 136, and 166). Although the Supervisory Intel Analyst also 
stated that some of the broader themes in Steele's election reporting were 
consistent with USIC assessments, such as Russia's desire to sow discord in the 
Western Alliance, he further told us that, as of September 2017, the FBI had 
corroborated limited information in the Steele election reporting, and much of that 
information was publicly available.507 

As we described earlier in our analysis, the FBI failed to notify OI, which was 
working on the Carter Page FISA applications, of the potentially serious problems 
identified with Steele's election reporting that arose as early as January 2017 
through the efforts described above. As previously stated, we believe it was the 
obligation of the agents who were aware of this information to ensure that OI and 
the decision makers had the opportunity to consider it, both for their own 
assessment of probable cause and for consideration of whether to include the 
information in the applications so that the FISC received a complete and accurate 
recitation of the relevant facts. Moreover, even as the FBI developed this 

507 As discussed in detail in Chapter Six, FBI leadership, including Corney and McCabe, 
advocated for the Steele election reporting to be included in the Intelligence Community Assessment 
(ICA) on Russian election interference that was being prepared in December 2016. for example, in a 
December 17 telephone call with the Director of National Intelligence (DNI), Corney stated that the FBI 
was "proceeding cautiously to understand and attempt to verify the repcirting as best we can, but we 
thought it important to bring it forward to the IC effort:" However, according to the Intel Section 
Chief and Supervisory Intel Analyst, as the lnteragency editing process for the ICA progressed, the 
CIA expressed concern about using the Steele election reporting in the body of the ICA, and 
recommended that it be moved to an appendix. In a December 28, 2016 email to the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence (ODNI) Principal Deputy Director, McCabe objected to this 
recommendation, stating, "We oppose CIA's current plan to include [the election reporting] as an 
appendix. n However, the FBI Intel Section Chief told us that the CIA viewed the Steele reporting as 
"internet rumor.# The FBI's view did not prevail, and the final !CA report included a short summary of 
the Steele election reporting in an appendix. 
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information, we found no evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team reconsidered 
its reliance on the Steele reporting in the FISA renewal applications. 

In addition to these investigative efforts by the Crossfire Hurricane team to 
evaluate Steele as a source, the FBI's Validation Management Unit {VMU) 
completed a human source validation review of Steele in March 2017. We 
examined VMU's assessment, and in doing so, identified two procedural problems 
that affected the usefulness of its work product that, if not addressed by the FBI, 
could negatively affect VMU's future CHS assessments. 508 First, we found instances 
where information we deemed significant about Steele was not included in his Delta 
file, and therefore was not available to VMU so that it could be taken into account 
during VMU's validation review. The information omitted from Steele's Delta file 
included facts that the Crossfire Hurricane team learned in December 2016 about 
Steele relating to his work-related performance in a prior position, and the FBI 
Transnational Organized Crime Intelligence Unit's concerns about the number of 
contacts that Steele purportedly had with Russian oligarchs. We have raised issues 
in prior OIG reviews about the FBI's handling of derogatory CHS information. 509 We 
believe the FBI needs to assess how to better ensure that derogatory information 
about its CHSs is included in Delta and is readily identifiable once added. The FBI 
should establish enhanced procedures to ensure the completeness of its Delta files, 
including for investigations that are operated from FBI Headquarters. 

Second, we determined that it was an error for VMU to omit from the Steele 
validation report its finding that its assessment of Steele's work for the FBI failed to 
reveal corroboration for the election reporting from the FBI and other U.S. 
government holdings that VMU examined. The supervising Unit Chief told us that 
the reason for the omission was VMU's practice of reporting on "what we positively 
find" and not on what is lacking. As a result, the VMU report acknowledged Steele's 
contribution to the FBI criminal program but did not elaborate on his contributions, 
or lack thereof, to the counterintelligence program. In Steele's case, VMU's 
approach misapprehended the reason for CD's request for the validation review. 
CD's interest in Steele resulted from his election reporting so any conclusions that 
VMU reached about it would be of intense interest to CD. According to Priestap, 
who had previously overseen the work of VMU in his capacity as Deputy Assistant 
Director in the Directorate of Intelligence, VMU's decision to omit its conclusion that 
Steele's election reporting was uncorroborated "defeats the whole purpose of us 
asking [VMU] to do the validation reporting." We believe the FBI should evaluate 
the reporting practices of VMU. 

Finally, we found that the FBI was aware of the potential for disinformation in 
the Steele election reporting and, in part to address that issue, made some effort to 

sos We note that, by the date of the VMU human source validation review in March 2017, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team had identified potentially significant issues with Steele's reporting and the 
VMU validation review did not make any findings that would have altered that judgment. 

509 U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the rnspector General (OIG), Audit of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation's Management of its Confidential Human Source Validation Process, 
Audit Report 20-009 (November 2019); DOJ OIG, A Review of the FBI's Handling and Oversight of FBI 
Asset Katrina Leung (May 2006). 
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assess that possibility. However, in view of information we found in FBI files we 
reviewed, and that was available to the Crossfire Hurricane team during the 
relevant time period, we believe that more should have been done to examine 
Steele's contacts with intermediaries of Russian oligarchs in order to assess those 
contacts as potential sources of disinformation that could have influenced Steele's 
reporting or, at a minimum, influenced Steele's understanding of events in Russia 
that furnished context for the analytical judgments he used to evaluate the 
reporting. We agree with the assessment of Priestap and Evans that this issue 
warranted more scrutiny than it was afforded. 

B. The Lack of Agreement on Steele's Status as an FBI CHS and its 
Effect on the Crossfire Hurricane Team's Relationship with 
Steele 

We determined that, from the outset of the FBI's formal relationship with 
Steele in 2013 (when Steele first received FBI CHS admonishments), the FBI and 
Steele had differing views on the nature of Steele's relationship with the FBI. The 
FBI considered Steele to be an FBI CHS following his enrollment as a CHS, which 
was reinforced by Steele's later signing of CHS payment and admonishment 
paperwork, while Steele considered the CHS documentation to be a business 
arrangement between him, on behalf of his consulting firm, and the FBI. As 
detailed in Chapter Four, we found evidence during our review that supported both 
the FBI's view and Steele's position. 

The paperwork enrolling Steele as a CHS in 2013 was the FBI's standard CHS 
opening documentation; the FBI documented Steele's receipt of CHS 
admonishments; and the documentation did not reference in any way a relationship 
between the FBI and Steele's consulting firm. Similarly, on multiple occasions 
thereafter, Steele signed, using his FBI assigned code name, FBI payment forms 
that were plainly denominated as CHS documentation and that did not reference his 
consulting firm. However, we also identified material indicating that Steele made 
known to Handling Agent 1 from the outset of their discussions in 2010 that he 
could not be a CHS for the FBI due to his prior work as a foreign intelligence 
professional. We also identified a memorandum that the FBI sent to Steele's 
■ , prior to opening Steele as a CHS 
in 2013, explaining that "Mr. Steele is providing the FBI with information," while 
also stating that the information that the FBI was to obtain would be furnished 
"primarily through Mr. Steele's privately owned company" and that the FBI would 
"treat any material provided as information obtained through a Confidential Human 
Source." Similarly, Steele's letter to his ., dated at around the 
same time as the FBI memorandum, informed the 

1
11 ■■■ that Steele's 

consulting firm (rather than Steele) was planning to enter into a commercial 
relationship with the FBI. Given the similarities between the FBI and Steele 
memoranda to Steele's ■■■■■■, the FBI's description of Steele appears 
crafted to satisfy Steele's concerns and, in our view, is indicative of the 
understanding reached between Steele and the FBI concerning his status-that both 
sides would leave unresolved their differing perspectives on the nature of their 
relationship in order to keep information flowing to the FBI and to ensure that 
Steele could be paid for any work he performed on behalf of the FBI. 
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This uncertainty about the nature of the relationship had an impact on each 
side's understanding of Steele's obligations to the FBI in the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, particularly after the meeting between the FBI and Steele in early 
October 2016 about Steele's election reporting. Steele told us that he never viewed 
himself or his firm as performing election-related work on behalf of the FBI; rather, 
Steele considered himself to be functioning as a consultant to a paying client of his 
firm, which was seeking information about Russian interference in the 2016 U.S. 
elections from Steele's source network. Steele reported the information to his 
client, Fusion GPS, as he acquired it and followed his client's instructions. In 
contrast, we found that the FBI agents viewed Steele as a former intelligence officer 
colleague who was an FBI CHS with obligations to the FBI, and that the agents 
displayed insufficient awareness of the priority Steele placed on his business 
commitments. 510 

We concluded that, at the outset of Steele's interactions with the FBI in July 
2016 regarding his election reporting work, it was clear that Steele was operating 
as a businessperson working on behalf of a client of his firm, rather than as a CHS 
for the FBI. Indeed, as detailed in Chapter Four, when Steele met Handling Agent 1 
on July 5, 2016, Steele told him about his consulting firm having been retained by 
Fusion GPS, and provided Handling Agent 1 with Report 80. Handling Agent 1 
made clear to Steele that he was not working for the FBI on his election assignment 
and was not being tasked to collect election related information. We found that 
Handling Agent 1 's caution to Steele was unnecessary from Steele's perspective, as 
he did not view himself as working on behalf of the FBI to gather election related 
information, and he and his client were taking steps to disseminate the election 
reporting to other parties. Handling Agent 1 told us, however, that from his 
perspective he believed his caution to Steele was necessary because he believed 
Steele was a CHS and his election related activity would be harmful to Steele's 
relationship with the FBI. 

As detailed in Chapter Nine and discussed later in this chapter, beginning in 
July 2016, Steele had multiple contacts with Department attorney Bruce Ohr about 
his reports. That same month, Steele first provided his election reporting to the 
State Department. In August 2016, the FBI received correspondence from 
Members of Congress that described information included in the Steele reports, and 
in September 2016, Steele met with journalists from The New York Times, The 
Washington Post, Yahoo News, The New Yorker, and CNN about his work. Steele in 
fact was the "Western intelligence source" referenced in the September 23, Yahoo 
News article entitled, "U.S. Intel Officials Probe Ties Between Trump Advisor and 
Kremlin," that described efforts by U.S. intelligence to determine whether Carter 
Page had opened communication channels with Kremlin officials. The FBI did not 
ask Steele whether he was a source for the article, nor did it question Steele about 
the apparent dissemination of his election reporting to other parties. 

510 In comments on this report, Handling Agent 1 told us that he was well aware of Steele's 
business priorities, but that he was not aware that Steele would be a "front man" in dealings with the 
press and that Steele would fail to inform him of these and other contacts that violated the FBI's 
instructions at the early October meeting. 
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However, the caution provided by Handling Agent l to Steele at their July 
2016 meeting-that Steele was not being tasked to collect election related 
information-changed in early October 2016 when Crossfire Hurricane investigators 
met with Steele and attempted to task him as a CHS. During that meeting, the FBI 
requested that Steele collect "3 buckets" of information, which was a small subset 
of information related to the FBI's investigation into Russian interference in the 
2016 U.S. elections.511 The FBI told Steele that the FBI was willing to compensate 
him "significantly" for this information, and that he would be paid $15,000 just for 
attending the October meeting.512 Additionally, investigators told us that they 
orally instructed Steele to report information he gathered in response to these 
taskings exclusively to the FBI. These taskings and instructions were consistent 
with the FBI considering Steele to be a CHS going forward. 513 

Based on the testimony we obtained from participants in the early October 
meeting and the documents we reviewed that memorialized it, Steele appears to 
have made no commitments in response to this FBI request for exclusivity, though 
we found that he did not expressly reject it either. From the surrounding 
circumstances, we concluded it was unlikely that Steele agreed to the FBI's request. 
Steele was a businessperson with a paying client for whom he had worked on other 
projects and had committed to assist the client on the election project. Steele told 
us that any attempt by the FBI to interfere in his assignment from Fusion GPS 
would have been a "showstopper." Case Agent 2 could not recall Steele agreeing to 
anything during the meeting in early October, and acknowledged to or following the 
meeting that they needed to be "realistic" about the prospects of Steele limiting the 
dissemination of his reporting to the FBI. 514 

511 The 3 buckets concerned (1) information on the Crossfire Hurricane subjects; {2) physical 
evidence; and (3) !eads for sources. 

512 Although the FBI did not condition this payment on Steele's future performance, the FBI 
cancelled the payment after it decided to dose Steele as a CHS in November 2016. 

513 We also examined whether the FBI disclosed classified information to Steele during the 
early October meeting. We determined that Case Agent 2 did when he discussed information with 
Steele that the FBI received from the FFG, and that he did not have prior authorization to make the 
disclosure. However, we found that: (1) case Agent 2 was given significant latitude from his 
supervisors to frame his discussions with Steele; (2) Case Agent 2 believed he had authorization to 
discuss classified information with Steele based on prior discussions with his supervisors; (3} a CD 
Section Chief was present when Case Agent 2 made the disclosure, and the CD Section Chief did not 
voice objection to it at the time or afterward; and (4) Case Agent 2 included the disclosure in a written 
summary he prepared of the early October meeting that was uploaded to the Crossfire Hurricane case 
file. We also found that the CHS Policy Guide (CHSPG) does not address the disclosure of sensitive or 
classified information to CHSs and that the FBI has not otherwise developed guidance on the issue. 
We found no evidence that Case Agent 2 attempted to conceal his disclosure or that it was for any 
purpose other than advancing the objectives of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. Case Agent 2 is 
retired from the FBI. We make a recommendation in this report that the FBI establish guidance for 
sharing sensitive information with CHSs. 

514 As we described in Chapter Four, Handling Agent 1 believed that Steele failed to abide by 
FBI instructions when he continued to meet with the media and the State Department about issues 
over which the FBI had sought to establish an exclusive reporting relationship at the early October 
meeting. Case Agent 2 told the OIG that he thought it was "terrible" for Steele to complain to the FBI 
about leaks during the meeting given that he had been meeting with media outlets in September and 
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Nevertheless, we found that, following this October meeting, the FBI viewed 
Steele as a CHS with respect to these taskings and considered him bound by the 
standard "CHS admonishments" that he had received initially in 2013 and renewed 
most recently in January 2016, which committed him to "abide by the instructions 
of the FBI" and to "provide truthful information to the FBI. "515 Handling Agent 1 
told us that he previously had provided oral instructions to Steele that included not 
divulging the existence of his relationship with the FBI to others, and not sharing 
with third parties the information he was providing to the FBI aside from his client 
paying for the research. However, these oral instructions were not documented in 
Steele's Delta file, and Steele told us that he did not recall receiving them, but 
understood that the FBI did not want him to reveal their relationship to others. We 
also found that the FBI's standard admonishment form does not include an 
instruction to the CHS not to disclose the existence of the CHS's relationship with 
the FBI to others absent the FBI's permission.516 

In contrast, Steele told us that, from the outset of his relationship with the 
FBI, the FBI acquiesced in practice to an arrangement that recognized the existence 
of the "two pipelines" of information that Steele described to us and which we 
discussed more fully in Chapter Four. In Steele's view, any FBI admonishments 
and instructions were relevant only to his FBI assignments (i.e. Pipeline 2 work), 
but not to his work for his firm's clients that Steele chose to share with the FBI (i.e. 
Pipeline 1 work). Steele stated that he was free to discuss Pipeline 1 work with his 
clients and with third parties, as necessary, without gaining permission from the 
FBI. Steele told us that the FBI indicated at the meeting in early October that it 
sought to convert his Pipeline 1 election project for Fusion GPS into a Pipeline 2 
project for the FBI, and take control of it. Steele also told us that he made it clear 
during the meeting that was not going to happen because he was obligated to his 
client and was "not dumping the client" in favor of the FBI, but that he also wanted 
to be as helpful to the FBI as he could. According to Steele, the FBI accepted his 
position, though they requested that he not share his election reporting with other 
U.S. government entities or with third-party clients other than Fusion GPS. Steele 
said he could not recall if he agreed to this FBI request but believed that the 
request was not resolved at the meeting. FBI attendees at the early October 
meeting told us they had no recollection of Steele rejecting their request that he 
provide information on the "3 buckets" exclusively to the FBI, and if he had rejected 
their request it would have been documented. 

Consistent with their inability in 2013 to reach a shared understanding on 
Steele's status with the FBI, we concluded that the FBI and Steele in October 2016 

had provided information that was used in the Yahoo News article. According to Case Agent 2, in 
hindsight "[c]learly [Steele] wasn't truthful with us. Clearly." Steele denied to us that he ever lied or 
purposely misled the FBI. 

515 The FBI form memorializing Steele's receipt of admonishments in 2016 states that 
Handling Agent 1 "verbally admonished the CHS with CHS admonishments, which the CHS fully 
acknowledged, signed and dated." The FBI could not locate the signed admonishment form, however. 

516 For safety and security reasons, among others, we believe such an instruction should be a 
part of the standard admonishments provided by the Department's law enforcement components to its 
CHSs, and we therefore include a recommendation to that effect in this report. 
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appeared to reach a similarly imperfect arrangement that reflected the competing 
needs and interests of each party. The FBI provided instructions to Steele, but 
Steele did not make any express commitment to abide by specific terms. The FBI 
also sought exclusivity for information Steele developed in response to the tasking, 
but we found that Steele did not make an express commitment to the FBI to honor 
this request. 

As described in Chapter Six, the FBI closed Steele as a CHS for cause in 
November 2016, after determining that Steele breached an obligation when he 
divulged his FBI relationship to a journalist for Mother Jones the month before. 
This obligation was based upon the oral admonishment the FBI said it previously 
provided to Steele, an admonishment Steele said he did not recall receiving or 
agreeing to, but one that he said reflected an expectation he understood. Steele 
also told us, in explaining his disclosure to Mother Jones, that he believed the FBI 
had misled him when Corney notified Congress in late October 2016 that the FBI 
was reopening the Clinton email investigation while at the same time an FBI official 
was quoted in The New York Times as saying that there was no investigation of 
Trump or the Trump campaign. 

We believe that the FBI's decision to close Steele, as well as its failure to 
press him about his role in the September 2016 Yahoo News story and his October 
2016 visit to the State Department, were consequences of the FBI's and Steele's 
inability to come to a shared understanding on the terms of their relationship. We 
also believe that the FBI allowed the arrangement with Steele to exist because its 
expectations about Steele's behavior were heavily influenced by his background as 
a former intelligence officer and his past assistance to the FBI in that capacity, with 
insufficient focus on Steele's current business interests and obligations, even 
though Steele disclosed them to the FBI. Indeed, as we describe in the next 
section, we found that even after the FBI closed Steele as a CHS in November 2016 
for cause, and as a result, under FBI policy should have ceased its contact with 
Steele absent exceptional circumstances or reopening him as a CHS, the FBI 
continued its relationship with Steele by allowing Steele to regularly provide 
information to the FBI through a senior Department attorney, Bruce Ohr, with 
whom Steele was friendly. 

IV. Issues Relating to Department Attorney Bruce Ohr 

In this section, we analyze the interactions Department attorney Bruce Ohr 
had with Christopher Steele, Simpson, the FBI, and the State Department during 
the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. We also analyze Ohr's interactions with 
Department attorneys and FBI officials concerning the Department's criminal 
investigation of Paul Manafort. At the time of these activities, Ohr was an Associate 
Deputy Attorney General in ODAG and the Director of the Organized Crime and 
Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). 

As described more fully in Chapter Nine, at about the same time that Steele 
was engaging with the FBI on his election reporting, Steele was also sharing his 
reporting with Ohr, with whom he had a pre-existing professional and "friendly" 
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relationship since at least 2007. Beginning in July 2016, Steele had contacted Ohr 
on multiple occasions to discuss information from Steele's election reports. At 
Steele's suggestion, Ohr also met in August 2016 with Simpson, the owner of 
Fusion GPS, to discuss Steele's reports. At the time, Ohr's wife, Nellie Ohr, worked 
at Fusion GPS as an independent contractor. Ohr had a second meeting with 
Simpson in December 2016, at which time Simpson gave Ohr a thumb drive 
containing numerous Steele election reports. 

On October 18, 2016, three days before the first FISA application was 
submitted to the FISC, and after speaking with Steele that morning, Ohr requested 
a meeting with, and that same day met with McCabe to share Steele's and 
Simpson's information with him. Thereafter, Ohr met with members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team 13 times between November 21, 2016, and May 15, 2017, 
concerning his contacts with Steele and Simpson. All 13 meetings occurred after 
the FBI had closed Steele as a CHS for disclosing information to Mother Jones and, 
except for the November 21 meeting, each meeting was initiated at Ohr's request. 
Ohr told us he did not recall the FBI asking him to take any action regarding Steele 
or Simpson, but Ohr also stated that "the general instruction was to let [the FBI] 
know ... when I got information from Steele." At two of these meetings, both In 
December 2016, after Nellie Ohr had left Fusion GPS, Ohr provided the FBI with 
open source research Nellie Ohr conducted on Manafort while working at Fusion 
GPS. The Crossfire Hurricane team memoriallzed each meeting with Ohr as an 
"interview" using an FBI FD-302 form. 

In addition to the FBI, Ohr met with senior State Department officials in 
November 2016 to discuss State Department efforts to investigate Russian 
influence in foreign elections. On this and several other days Ohr had separate 
discussions with State Department Deputy Assistant Secretary Kathleen Kavalec 
about Steele and his election information specifically to obtain relevant information 
that he could share with the FBI. 

Department leadership, including Ohr's supervisors in ODAG and ODAG 
officials who reviewed and approved the Carter Page FISA applications, were 
unaware of Ohr's meetings with FBI officials, Steele, Simpson, and the State 
Department until after Congress requested information from the Department 
regarding Ohr's activities in late November 2017. 

In addition, shortly after the U.S. elections in November 2016, Ohr 
participated in several meetings with Deputy Assistant Attorney General (Deputy 
AAG) Bruce Swartz, Chief of the Fraud Section Andrew Weissmann, and Counsel to 
the Criminal Division Assistant Attorney General Zainab Ahmad regarding the 
Department's money laundering investigation of Manafort. Two of these meetings 
included FBI officials Peter Strzok and Lisa Page. 517 The FBI opened the Manafort 
money laundering investigation in January 2016, before the opening of Crossfire 
Hurricane and before Manafort joined the Trump campaign, and the case was being 
led in 2016 by prosecutors from the Criminal Division's (CRM) Money Laundering 

517 One of the two meetings attended by Stn:ok and Page was also attended by Acting Section 
Chief 1 of the F8I. 

391 



10851

569 

and Asset Recovery Section {MLARS}. Ohr and the three CRM officials he met with 
d)d not hav~ supe:Yisory authority over the MLARS criminal investigation, and they 
did not advise their supervisors in ODAG and CRM MLARS prosecutors of the 
meetings. However, we did not find evidence that these meetings progressed 
beyond discussion into any specific actions that interfered with the MLARS 
investigation or Department leadership's oversight of that matter. 

In light of these activities, we considered the following issues addressed 
below: (1) whether Ohr's interactions with Steele, Simpson, the FBI, and State 
Department violated Department policy or resulted in any specific performance 
failures, (2) whether the FBI's interactions with Ohr concerning Steele and Simpson 
after Steele was closed as an FBI CHS violated Department or FBI policy, {3) 
whether Nellie Ohr's work for Fusion GPS implicated any ethical rules applicable to 
Ohr, and (4) whether the meetings between Ohr, CRM officials, and the FBI 
regarding the MLARS investigation violated Department policy or resulted in any 
specific performance failures. 

A. Bruce Ohr's Interactions with Steele, Simpson, the State 
Department, and the FBI 

We did not identify a specific Department policy prohibiting Ohr from meeting 
with Steele, Simpson, or the State Department and providing the information he 
learned from those meetings to the FBI. Further, we found no evidence that the 
FBI expressly requested that Ohr obtain information from Steele, or anyone else, 
on the FBI's behalf. However, as described in Chapter Nine, Ohr told us that "the 
general instruction [he received from the FBI} was to let them know ... when I got 
information from Steele." Similarly, SSA 1 told us that Ohr likely left their initial 
November 21, 2016 meeting with the impression that he should contact the FBI if 
Steele contacted him, which is what Ohr did. 

In this regard, we concluded that Ohr committed consequential errors in 
judgment by (1) failing to advise his direct supervisors or the DAG that he was 
communicating with Steele and Simpson and then requesting meetings with the 
FBI's Deputy Director and Crossfire Hurricane team on matters that were outside 
his areas of responsibility, and (2) making himself a witness in the investigation by 
having direct communications with Steele about his reporting and activities and 
providing Steele's information to the FBI. 518 

We found that Ohr's failure to advise his supervisors resulted in Ohr being 
aware of relevant information that was not made known to Department officials, 
thereby interfering with those officials' supervisory responsibility for the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation and the Carter Page FISA applications. As described in 
Chapter Eight, Yates, Boente, and Rosenstein told us that they had no knowledge at 
the time they reviewed and approved the Page FISA applications that Ohr had 
provided the FBI with information related to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation 
and that was relevant to the FISA applications. Other ODAG officials who reviewed 
one or more of the applications told us that they were also unaware of Ohr's 

518 we did not find evidence that Ohr shared non-public information with Steele or Simpson. 
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activities at the time, Including the Associate Deputy Attorney General responsible 
for ODAG's national security portfolio who interacted with NSD and OI officials on 
the FISA applications and was aware of their efforts described In Chapter Five to 
evaluate the Steele Information being relied upon to support probable cause. 
Although we found no information suggesting that Ohr knew about any of the FISA 
applications before they were filed, by failing to advise his supervisors of his 
interactions with Steele, Simpson, and the FBI, Ohr deprived those supervisors of 
the ability to ensure that the ODAG officials working on the applications were made 
aware of information relevant to evaluating the Steele reporting in the applications. 
It also deprived ODAG officials of the opportunity to ensure that NSD and OI were 
made aware of the information that Ohr knew from his Steele interactions so that 
NSD and 01 could consider whether to include the information in the next FISA 
application, though we believe that the FBI case agent should have been the first to 
advise NSD and OI of Ohr's activities. As described in Chapter Eight, the late 
discovery of Ohr's interviews with the FBI prompted NSD to submit a Rule 13 letter 
to the court, over a year after the final FISA orders were issued, to inform the 
court, among other things, of information that Ohr had provided to the FBI but that 
the FBI had failed to inform NSD and OI about, including that Steele was 
"desperate that Donald Trump not get elected and was passionate about him not 
being the U.S. President." 

Additionally, as described in earlier chapters, beginning in early 2017, Boente 
and later Rosenstein requested multiple briefings on the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, which included, among many topics, updates on the FBI's continued 
efforts to assess Steele and his information. Because Ohr did not advise anyone in 
ODAG about his activities, Boente, Rosenstein, and the other ODAG officials briefed 
into Crossfire Hurricane had no idea that one of the senior attorneys on their staff, 
with no responsibility over counterintelligence investigations, had made himself a 
witness in the investigation by having direct communications with Steele about his 
reporting and activities and initiating contact with the Crossfire Hurricane team to 
provide the FBI with information he received from Steele, as well as information he 
received separately from Simpson, Kavalec, and Nellie Ohr. 

Further, we found that Ohr's failure to advise his supervisors of his activities 
deprived the DAG and senior ODAG officials of the ability to decide for themselves 
the prudential question of whether to have an ODAG attorney act as a conduit 
between a closed FBI CHS and the FBI on matters relating to an open investigation. 
The opportunity to consider that question for themselves was particularly important 
here, given the connections to a high priority, politically sensitive investigation and 
the involvement of a closed CHS with ties to a political party and candidate for 
President, and indirect connections to the ODAG attorney's spouse. Former 
Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General (PADAG) Matthew Axelrod, Ohr's direct 
supervisor in 2016, told us that he would have expected to know about Ohr's 
communications with Steele and the FBI. Axelrod stated that if ODAG officials had 
known, they would have questioned Ohr's involvement and determined whether the 
FBI had the ability to "pull him out" of acting as a conduit between Steele and the 
FBI. He said that he thought it "unlikely that we would have been comfortable with 
[Ohr] continuing to play that role." Axelrod's immediate successor, former Acting 
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PADAG James Crowell, who supervised Ohr in 2017, told us that he was 
"flabbergasted" when he learned of Ohr's interactions with the FBI regarding Steele. 
According to Crowell, Ohr should have informed ODAG officials of his relationship 
with Steele and Simpson and his interactions with the FBI, especially after 
Rosenstein appointed the Special Counsel and began directly supervising the 
investigation, because "a potential fact witness" was on Rosenstein's staff. Crowell 
told us that he would have taken steps to eliminate any appearance that Ohr was 
involved in ODAG's oversight of the investigation. 

We found that, while no Department or ODAG policy specifically prohibited 
Ohr's activities, Ohr was clearly cognizant of his responsibility to inform his 
supervisors of his interactions with Steele, the FBI, and State Department. Indeed, 
Ohr acknowledged to the OIG that the possibility that he would have been told by 
his supervisors to stop having such contact may have factored into his decision not 
to tell them about it. Precisely because of this possibility, and the reasons more 
fully described above, we concluded that Ohr committed consequential errors in 
judgment by failing to advise his direct supervisors or the DAG that he was 
communicating with Steele, Simpson, and the FBI on matters related to the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation, and that this performance failure had a negative 
impact on the investigation and ODAG's fulfillment of its own management 
responsibilities. We are referring our finding to the Department's Office of 
Professional Responsibility for any action it deems appropriate. We are also 
providing our finding to Ohr's current supervisors in CRM for any action they deem 
appropriate. 

B. FBI Interactions with Ohr Concerning Steele and Simpson 

As described in Chapter Two, the FBI's CHS Policy Guide (CHSPG) provides 
guidance to agents concerning contacts with CHSs after they have been closed for 
cause, as was the case with Steele as of November 1, 2016. According to the 
CHSPG, a handling agent must not initiate contact with or respond to contacts from 
a former CHS who has been closed for cause absent exceptional circumstances that 
are approved (in advance, whenever possible) by an SSA. Where there is contact 
with a CHS following closure (whether or not for cause), new information "may be 
documented" to a closed CHS file. However, the CHSPG requires the reopening of 
the CHS if the relationship between the FBI and the CHS is expected to continue 
beyond the initial contact or debriefing. Reopening requires high levels of 
supervisory approval, including a finding that the benefits of reopening the CHS 
outweigh the risks. 

In this instance, we found that the FBI did not initiate direct contact with 
Steele after his closure on November 1, 2016. However, the FBI did respond to 
numerous contacts made by Steele to the FBI through Ohr. Ohr himself was not a 
direct witness to the facts and circumstances that were the focus of the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation; rather, his purpose in communicating with the FBI was to 
pass along information from Steele. Further, although Ohr initiated his meetings 
with the Crossfire Hurricane team, as noted above, the team gave Ohr the 
impression that he should contact them in the event he had additional contact with 
Steele. While the FBI's CHS policy does not explicitly address indirect contact 
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between an FBI agent and a closed CHS, we concluded that the FBI's repeated 
acceptance of information from Steele through a conduit (Ohr) was equivalent to 
responding to a contact from Steele and therefore should have triggered the CHS 
policy requiring that such contact occur only after an SSA determines that 
exceptional circumstances exist. Here, the SSAs on the Crossfire Hurricane team 
attended the meetings with Ohr and served as Ohr's points of contact, and in this 
manner approved the contact. However, we found no evidence that the SSAs made 
a considered judgment that exceptional circumstances existed for the repeated 
contact; in the absence of such a circumstance, the FBI's re-engagement of Steele 
did not fully comply with the FBI's CHS policy. 

In addition, the Crossfire Hurricane team memorialized the meetings with 
Ohr and the information Ohr provided in FD-302 forms serialized to the case file. 
Although the information was not separately documented in Steele's closed CHS 
file, the guidance regarding documentation is discretionary (new information "may 
be documented" to a closed CHS file). We believe the FBI should make such 
documentation mandatory so that the CHS file contains all relevant information 
about the CHS. 

As noted above, the CHSPG contemplates the reopening of the CHS if the 
relationship between the FBI and the CHS is expected to continue beyond the initial 
contact or debriefing, which helps to ensure that high level supervisors weigh the 
risks presented by reengagement with the CHS and that operational assessments of 
the CHS are undertaken. Although the FBI met with Ohr on 13 occasions and 
accepted information that Ohr received from Steele, the FBI never assessed 
whether to re-open Steele as a CHS. As described in Chapter Nine, there were 
differing views about whether the information Ohr was providing had any 
investigative value. SSAs on the investigation also told us that they had some 
concern at the time that continuing to engage with Ohr regarding his interactions 
with Steele was "out of the norm" and a "bad idea." Although the FBI did not have 
a direct "relationship" with Steele after November 1, 2016, we believe the use of 
Ohr as a conduit between the two created a relationship by proxy that should have 
triggered a supervisory decision early in the process about whether to reopen 
Steele as a CHS or discontinue accepting information indirectly through Ohr. We 
concluded that not obtaining supervisory review was inconsistent with the CHS 
policy's intent to have a higher level official determine whether the "exceptional 
circumstances" that an SSA believes are present to authorize an initial contact with 
a closed CHS warrant reopening of the CHS. 519 

We found that the Crossfire Hurricane team did not consider Ohr providing 
the FBI with information from Steele to be a re-engagement of their relationship 
with Steele. Rather, the team viewed Ohr as just another "stream of reporting." 
On the other hand, Priestap told us that he was not aware of the full extent of Ohr's 
communications with Steele and the Crossfire Hurricane team and that the number 

519 Even if the SSAs had determined that exigent circumstances existed for the initial re­
engagement with Steele, once it was clear the contact between FBI and Ohr was expected to continue 
beyond the initial contact, we believe FBI policy required the SSAs to either reopen Steele at that time 
or discontinue accepting his information indirectly through Ohr. 
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of times Ohr provided the FBI with information from Steele would have raised "red 
flags" for him. We believe that additional policy guidance would be helpful to clarify 
the considerations and requirements that apply in the third-party context. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the FBI revise Its CHS policy to explicitly address 
the situation that occurred here, namely the steps that should be followed before 
and after accepting information from a closed CHS indirectly through a third party, 
and the considerations that should be taken into account before doing so. Further, 
we recommend that the CHS policy be clarified to require that contact with a closed 
CHS be documented in the CHS file. 

C. Ethics Issues Raised by Nellie Ohr's Former Employment with 
Fusion GPS 

Fusion GPS employed Nellie Ohr as an independent contractor from October 
2015 to September 2016. We considered whether Bruce Ohr complied with his 
financial disclosure reporting obligations under 5 C.F.R. part 2634 related to Nellie 
Ohr's employment. On his annual financial disclosure forms covering calendar 
years 2015 and 2016, Ohr listed Nellie Ohr as an "independent contractor" and 
reported her income from that work on the form. We determined that 5 C.F.R. part 
2634, which sets forth the financial disclosure rules for executive branch 
employees, and the supplemental guidance from the Office of Government Ethics 
(OGE), did not require Ohr to list on the form the specific organizations, such as 
Fusion GPS, that retained and paid Nellie Ohr as an independent contractor during 
the reporting period. We further noted that, consistent with OGE practice, Ohr's 
financial disclosure form, which listed Nellie Ohr as an "independent contractor" and 
reported her total income but not the specific source(s) of the income, was 
reviewed and approved for filing by the ODAG and Department ethics officers 
before being submitted to OGE. Accordingly, we determined that Ohr complied with 
his financial disclosure reporting obligations. 

We separately considered whether the Standards of Ethical Conduct for 
Employees of the Executive Branch required Ohr to recuse himself from 
participating in activity related to the Crossfire Hurricane investigation because of 
Nellie Oh r's prior work for Fusion GPS as an independent contractor. Specifically, 5 
C.F.R. § 2635.502(a) provides that an employee should not participate in a matter, 
unless agency ethics counsel authorizes participation, "[w]here an employee knows 
that a particular matter involving specific parties is likely to have a direct and 
predictable effect on the financial interest of a member of his household ... and 
where the employee determines that the circumstances would cause a reasonable 
person with knowledge of the relevant facts to question his impartiality in the 
matter .... " Section 402(b)(1) defines "direct and predictable effect" as "a close 
causal link between any decision or action to be taken in the matter and any 
expected effect of the matter on the financial interest." We found that Nellie Ohr's 
relationship with Fusion GPS ceased on September 24, 2016, which was prior to 
Ohr's meeting with Mccabe on October 18, 2016, as well as all 13 of his meetings 
with the Crossfire Hurricane team, the first of which was on November 21, 2016. 
Accordingly, by those dates, Ohr's activities could not have had a direct and 
predictable effect on his or his wife's financial interests, and federal ethics rules did 
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not require that Ohr obtain Department ethics counsel approval before engaging 
with the FBI in connection with the Crossfire Hurricane matter. 

The federal ethics rules further provide in Section 502(a)(2) that an 
employee "who is concerned that circumstances other than those specifically 
described in this section would raise a question regarding his impartiality should 
use the process described in this section [namely, to consult with Department 
ethics officials] to determine whether he should or should not participate in a 
particular matter." However, while OGE has made clear that employees are 
"encouraged" to use this process, it also has stated that "[t]he election not to use 
that process should not be characterized ... as an 'ethical lapse."' OGE 94 x 10(1), 
Letter to a Department Acting Secretary, March 30, 1994; see also, OGE 01 x 8 
Letter to a Designated Agency Ethics Official, August 23, 2001. While OGE 
guidance establishes that Ohr did not commit a formal ethical violation, we 
nevertheless concluded that Ohr, an experienced Department attorney and a 
member of the SES, should have been more cognizant of the appearance concerns 
created by Nellie Ohr's employment with Fusion GPS and availed himself of the 
process described in Section 502(a). We found that his failure to take this step 
displayed a lapse in judgment. 

D. Meetings Involving Ohr, CRM officials, and the FBI Regarding 
the MLARS Investigation 

As described in more detail in Chapter Nine, on November 16, 2016, Ohr 
advised CRM officials Bruce Swartz and Zainab Ahmad of information "about [Paul] 
Manafort and Trump and possible Russian influence that [Ohr] was getting from 
Steele and Glenn Simpson." This discussion led to subsequent meetings with them 
and Andrew Weissmann about the pre-existing MLARS investigation of Manafort and 
whether the Fraud Section could move the investigation forward. At the time of 
these meetings, Swartz was a CRM Deputy AAG and Weissmann was the Chief of 
the Fraud Section. During this period, Ahmad was initially Counsel to the Criminal 
Division AAG and then became an Acting CRM Deputy AAG. 520 None of these CRM 
officials had supervisory responsibility over the MLARS investigation. Ahmad and 
Weissmann did not have prior direct involvement in the investigation. Swartz had 
assisted MLARS with gathering evidence from abroad, and therefore, had extensive 
prior knowledge and involvement with the investigation, but was not responsible for 
investigative decisions. The MLARS Manafort investigation was outside Ohr's areas 
of responsibility. At Ohr's suggestion, Ohr, Swartz, and Ahmad also met with FBI 
officials Peter Strzok and Lisa Page in December 2016 to discuss the MLARS 
investigation because Ohr knew by that time that the FBI's CD was working on a 
separate matter involving Manafort. On January 31, 2017, one day after Yates was 
removed as Deputy Attorney General, Ahmad, after consulting with Swartz and 
Weissmann, called a second meeting, citing to "a few Criminal Division related 
developments." None of the attendees of the meeting could explain to us what the 
"Criminal DiVision related developments" were, and we did not find any. However, 

520 Swartz, Ohr, and Weissmann were members of the Senior Executive Service {SES). 
Ahmad was on detail to the Criminal Division from the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Eastern District of 
New York and was not a member of the SES. 
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we are not aware of any information indicating that these discussions resulted in 
any actions taken or not taken in the MLARS investigation and ultimately the 
investigation remained in MLARS until it was transferred to The Special Counsel's 
Office in May 2017. 

MLARS officials were not invited to these meetings or informed of them. The 
then Chief of MLARS, Kendall Day and the acting Chief who replaced him in January 
2017, both told us that they were unaware at the time that these CRM officials and 
Ohr were discussing the MLARS investigation and engaging with the FBI Day told us 
that when he learned in March or April 2017 that Swartz, Ohr, Ahmad, and 
Weissmann were "collectively interested" in the Manafort investigation, he met with 
Swartz and Ahmad and told them that their "unusual level of interest" could create 
a perception that the Department was investigating Manafort for inappropriate 
reasons. 521 

In addition, Ohr, Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann told us that they did not 
advise their supervisors of their meetings, and senior CRM and ODAG officials told 
us that they were unaware of them. Further, Swartz told us that he specifically did 
not advise political appointees leading the Criminal Division of the meetings. 
According to Swartz, he did not believe at the time that he needed to advise 
political appointees because the meetings had not resulted in any steps being taken 
in the MLARS investigation, and by not informing them he was keeping the MLARS 
investigation from being "politicized" and protecting the Department from 
allegations that its MLARS investigation of Manafort was politically motivated. 
Swartz stated that he would have informed his political superiors if any decision to 
take action had been made as a consequence of the meetings, Weissmann told us 
that he thought not telling Department leadership was an "incorrect judgment call," 
but could not recall if he expressed this view to Swartz or Ahmad. 

The former senior Department leaders we interviewed expressed serious 
concern about Swartz's assertion that not informing Department leadership about 
case related investigative activities somehow protected the Department. For 
example, after Yates learned during her OIG interview of the meetings involving 
Ohr, Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann, she told us that a decision not to advise 
political appointees "trouble[d)" her because the Department does not "operate that 
way." Yates said that there is not "a career Department of Justice and a political 
appointees' Department of Justice. It's all one DOJ." Former CRM Assistant 

521 After reviewing a draft of this report, Swartz told us that he had provided information to 
the OIG demonstrating his long standing interest and official involvement in reviewing Manafort's 
conduct, dating back to at least 2014, and that he was concerned by what he perceived as the 
"languishing" pace at which the MLARS investigation was progressing, and that it was his "duty" to 
attempt to move it forward. He therefore believed it was appropriate for him to meet with Weissmann 
to discuss potential avenues for doing this, and to meet with FBI officials to ensure that the FBI was 
aware of MLARS' investigation. Although we acknowledge Swartz's long-standing interest and official 
involvement in Manafort-related inquiries, we believe that Swartz could have raised his concerns 
directly with MLARS, Day, or others in MLARS' direct supervisory chain. Indeed, when asked about 
Swartz's concerns, then Acting DAG Boente told us that the Manafort investigation was an MLARS 
case, and Swartz could have taken his concerns to the then Acting Assistant Attorney General, who 
was a career Department employee, to attempt to address his concerns. 
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Attorney General {AAG) Leslie Caldwell told us that a decision to not advise political 
appointees of meetings they were having relating to the MLARS investigation to 
avoid "politicizing" it was "inappropriate" and showed "poor judgment" because it 
"suggest[ed] a lack of trust or a lack of confidence in the political appointee ... 
and that seem[ed] a little bit paranoid to [her]," 

We did not identify any Department policies prohibiting internal discussions 
about a pending Investigation among officials not assigned to a matter, or between 
those officials and senior officials from the FBI. However, we were troubled by the 
testimony more fully described in Chapter Nine that there was a deliberate decision 
not to inform the political appointees, or the Acting AAG of CRM after the change in 
presidential administrations - who was a career Department employee - of these 
discussions in order to insulate the MLARS investigation from becoming 
"politicized." We concluded that the decision to intentionally withhold information 
from the Department's leadership In both the prior and current administrations, in 
the absence of concerns of potential wrongdoing or misconduct fundamentally 
misconstrued who is ultimately responsible and accountable for the Department's 
work.522 We agree with the concerns expressed to us by Yates and Caldwell. 
Department leaders cannot fulfill their management responsibilities, and be held 
accountable for the Department's actions, if subordinates intentionally withhold 
information from them in such circumstances. The Department's leadership, which 
is nominated by the President and confirmed by the Senate, is ultimately 
answerable within the Executive Branch, to Congress, and in the courts for the 
investigations, prosecutions, and other activities of the Department, whether 
politically sensitive or routine. Ultimately, however, we did not find evidence that 
the meetings between Ohr and CRM officials Swartz, Ahmad, and Weissmann, 
amongst themselves and with FBI officials Strzok, Lisa Page, and Acting Section 
Chief 1, progressed beyond discussion to any specific actions that interfered with 
the MLARS investigation or Department leadership's oversight of that matter. 

v. The Use of Other confidential Human Sources and Undercover 
Employees and Compliance with Applicable Policies 

In this section, we analyze the FBI's use of CHSs, other than Steele, and 
Under Cover Employees (UCEs) in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, and discuss 
whether the FBI placed any CHSs or UCEs within the Trump campaign or tasked 
any CHSs or UCEs to report on the Trump campaign. Additionally, we analyze 
whether the Crossfire Hurricane team's use of such individuals complied with 
Department and FBI policies. We also discuss SSA l's participation on behalf of the 
FBI in a strategic intelligence briefing given by the Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence (ODNI) to candidate Trump and his national security advisors, including 
Michael Flynn, and a separate strategic intelligence briefing given to candidate 

m Had Ohr and the CRM officials believed that the circumstances Involved potential 
wrongdoing or misconduct, they should have reported their concerns to the OIG or the Department's 
Office of Professional Responsibility; they also could have reported their concerns to Congress. 
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Clinton and her national security advisors, and the observations that SSA 1 made of 
Flynn and others as a result of his participation in those briefings. 

Overall, we determined that the Crossfire Hurricane team tasked several 
CHSs and UCEs during the 2016 presidential campaign, which resulted in multiple 
interactions with Carter Page and Papadopoulos, both during and after the time 
they were affiliated with the Trump campaign, and an interaction with a high-level 
Trump campaign official who was not a subject of the investigation. The Crossfire 
Hurricane team also attempted to contact Papadopoulos through additional CHSs, 
but those efforts were unsuccessful. We further determined that the Crossfire 
Hurricane team received general information about Page and Manafort from another 
FBI CHS, but that this CHS had no further role in the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation. Additionally, we identified several individuals who had either a 
connection to candidate Trump or a role in the Trump campaign, and were also FBI 
CHSs, who the Crossfire Hurricane team could have tasked, but did not. We found 
no evidence that the FBI placed any CHSs or UCEs within the Trump campaign or 
tasked any CHSs or UCEs to report on the Trump campaign. We also did not find 
documentary or testimonial evidence that political bias or improper motivation 
influenced the FBI's decision to use CHSs to interact with Page, Papadopoulos, and 
the high-level Trump campaign official in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

We concluded that the investigative activities undertaken by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team involving CHSs and UCEs received the necessary FBI approvals and 
complied with applicable Department and FBI policies. However, we also 
determined that neither the Department's nor the FBI's policies required the FBI to 
notify the Department of these investigative activities, and we are unaware of any 
Department official having had advance knowledge of the FBI's plans to 
consensually monitor conversations between FBI CHSs and Page, Papadopoulos, 
and a high-level official of the Trump campaign. We concluded that Department 
and FBI policies do not, in these circumstances, provide sufficient oversight and 
accountability for investigative activity that has the potential to gather sensitive 
information involving protected First Amendment activity. For example, prior to the 
operation involving the high-level campaign official, SSA 1 told the OIG that he did 
not remember having a plan in place in case the FBI recorded information that was 
politically sensitive. We believe that notification to Department officials in such 
situations would help to ensure that the FBI has planned sufficiently to address the 
incidental collection of political information, and make an assessment prior to that 
collection of whether the potential impact on constitutionally protected activity 
outweighs any potential investigative benefit. 

we therefore make several recommendations to strengthen Department and 
FBI CHS policies to require Department consultation, at a minimum, when tasking a 
CHS to interact with officials in national political campaigns; to provide additional 
guidance to FBI handling agents about how to document the affiliations of CHSs 
who, on their own, participate In political organizations or activities and then 
voluntarily provide information to the FBI; and to provide FBI supervisors with the 
information necessary to assess whether to close a CHS, or designate that 
individual as a "sensitive source," depending on the level of CHS participation in 
political organizations or activities. 
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E. Use of CHSs and UCEs 

The agents, analysts, and supervisors assigned to the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation told us that CHSs are routinely used in FBI counterintelligence 
investigations, and that they viewed CHS operations as one of the best methods 
available to quickly obtain information about the predicating allegations in the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation, while preventing information about the nature 
and existence of the investigation from becoming public, and potentially impacting 
the presidential election. In Chapter Ten we described multiple CHS operations 
undertaken by the Crossfire Hurricane team, including the tasking of CHSs and 
UCEs during the 2016 presidential campaign. These investigative activities included 
numerous CHS interactions with Page and Papadopoulos to collect information 
about the predicating allegations while both were Trump campaign advisors and 
after they were no longer affiliated with the Trump campaign. In addition, an FBI 
CHS was tasked to interact with a high~level Trump campaign official who was not a 
subject of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation in an effort to gather information 
potentially relevant to the predicating allegations. We also determined that the FBI 
attempted to contact Papadopoulos through additional CHSs, but those attempted 
contacts did not lead to any operational activity. 

In our review, we also learned that, in 2016, there were several other 
individuals who had either a connection to candidate Trump or a role in the Trump 
campaign, and were also FBI CHSs. Some of these sources were known to and 
available for use by the Crossfire Hurricane team during the 2016 presidential 
campaign. The Crossfire Hurricane team received general information about Page 
and Manafort from one such CHS, but that CHS did not further assist the Crossfire 
Hurricane team in any way. We found no evidence that any members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team ever suggested inserting this CHS into the Trump 
campaign to gather investigative information. SSA 1 told the OIG, "that was not 
what we were looking to do." For a different CHS who held a position in the Trump 
campaign, we learned that the Crossfire Hurricane team decided not to task the 
CHS, and the FBI Handling Agent minimized contact with the CHS, because of the 
CHS's campaign involvement. The Crossfire Hurricane team also made no use of an 
FBI CHS who had a potential opportunity for a private meeting with candidate 
Trump. That CHS's Handling Agent told the OIG that he "would certainly not be 
tasking a source to go attend some private meeting with a candidate, any 
candidate, for president or for other office, to collect the information on what that 
candidate is saying." Although the Crossfire Hurricane team was aware of these 
CHSs during the 2016 presidential campaign, we were told that operational use of 
these CHSs would not have furthered the investigation, and so these CHSs were not 
tasked with any investigative activities. 523 Moreover, SSA 1 told the OIG that the 
members of the Crossfire Hurricane team "never [had] any intent, never any 

523 We were troubled by some of the language contained in certain documents we reviewed 
regarding the use and possible use of some of the CHSs, as we detail in Chapter 10. However, we 
saw no evidence that the FBI, or specifically the Crossfire Hurricane team, actually used any CHSs as 
a ~passive listening post" for the Trump campaign or to ~obtain insight" regarding the incoming Trump 
Administration. 
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desire ... to collect ... campaign or privileged information with regard to the presidential 
election." 

We also learned of two other FBI CHSs, one of whom held a osition­
and the other of whom 

We found no evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
ever knew about the first CHS, who held a position 
and, accordingly, no evidence that the first CHS was tasked to do anything as part 
of the Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

We found that the Crossfire Hurricane team did not learn about the second 
CHS until months after the election. In 2017, the Crossfire Hurricane team learned 
about the second CHS after the CHS voluntarily provided to the CHS's Handling 
A t ft th . d t d b d · he media, • • • • • • 

Handling Agent forwarded the material, through his supervisor and FBI 
Head uarters, to the Crossfire Hurricane team. The team determined that 

. The Handling Agent told us that, when he subsequently informed the 
Crossfire Hurricane team that the CHS had 

an Intelligence Analyst assigned to the 
Crossfire Hurricane team asked the Handllng Agent to collect ■■■I from the 
CHS, which the Handling Agent did. We learned that the Crossfire Hurricane team 
determined that there was not "anything significant" in this , and 
never tasked the CHS to interact with anyone 

While we found that no action was taken by the Crossfire Hurricane team in 
response to receiving ■■■■I, we nevertheless were concerned to learn that 
the Handling Agent for the second CHS 
- that the CHS had voluntarily provided into the FBI's files, and we promptly 
notified the FBI upon learning that they were still being maintained in the FBI's 
files. We further concluded that because the second CHS's Handling Agent did not 
understand the CHS's political involvement, no assessment was performed by the 
source's Handling Agent or his supervisors (none of whom were members of the 
Crossfire Hurricane team} to determine whether the CHS required re-designation as 
a "sensitive source" or should have been closed during the pendency of the 
campaign. To address this issue, we recommend the FBI provide additional 
guidance to handling agents concerning their responsibility to inquire whether their 
CHS participates in the types of groups or activities that would bring their CHS 
within the definition of a "sensitive source." Handling agents should document (and 
update as needed) those affiliations, and any others voluntarily provided to them by 
the CHS, in the Source Opening Communication, the "Sensitive Categories" portion 
of each CHS's Quarterly Supervisory Source Report, the "Life Changes" portion of 
CHS Contact Reports, or as otherwise directed by the FBI, so that the FBI can 
assess the appropriateness of continuing to use a CHS, particularly where the CHS 
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is participating in political organizations or activities and then voluntarily providing 
information to the FBI. 

Finally, we found no evidence that the Crossfire Hurricane team tasked any 
CHSs or UCEs to join the Trump campaign, sent any CHSs or UCEs to campaign 
offices or to campaign events to collect information for the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, or tasked any CHSs or UCEs to report on the Trump campaign. 

F. Compliance with FBI Policies 

We determined that the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was opened before 
any CHSs or UCEs were tasked to interact with any members of the Trump 
campaign. Once the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was opened, the use of CHSs 
and UCEs was authorized under the AG Guidelines and the DIOG, which permit use 
of "all lawful investigative methods in the conduct of a Full Investigation" including 
specifically "CHS use and recruitment," "consensual monitoring of communications," 
and "Undercover Operations. "524 

As noted previously, the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was designated a 
SIM under DIOG § 10.1.2, because the FBI determined that any potential subjects 
of the investigation would be "prominent" members of a political campaign. The 
same designation was assigned to the four individual cases because the FBI 
determined that the individuals identified as subjects were "prominent" in the 
Trump campaign. However, the CHS operations undertaken in Crossfire Hurricane 
did not require heightened review by FBI supervisors or Department approval 
because, under the DIOG, the operations did not involve the use of "sensitive" 
sources, "Undisclosed Participation" {UDP) in political organizations, or "sensitive 
monitoring circumstances." As discussed in Chapter Two, the DIOG requires SAC 
approval to open a "sensitive" source; SAC approval with notice to the Sensitive 
Operations Review Committee (a panel that includes Department AAGs or their 
designees) for UDP in a political organization or other organization exercising First 
Amendment rights; and Department approval for a CHS to record conversations in 
a "sensitive monitoring circumstance." We determined that none of these approval 
requirements applied to the investigative activities undertaken by the Crossfire 
Hurricane team. 

FBI policy defines "sensitive" sources to include CHSs who are political 
candidates or who are "prominent within a domestic political organization." None of 
the CHSs tasked in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation fell within these categories, 
because none of the CHSs were themselves candidates or prominent members of a 
campaign. The agents, analysts, and supervisors on the Crossfire Hurricane team 
told the OIG that they did not attempt to recruit or use members of the Trump 
campaign as CHSs, and we found no evidence suggesting otherwise. However, our 
interviews with FBI handling agents revealed significant confusion over the meaning 

524 AG Guidelines§ II.B.4(b)(ii); DIOG §§ 7.3, 7.9(E), 7.9(1), 7.9(U). As noted in Chapter 
Two, had the investigation been opened as a Preliminary Investigation, rather than a Full 
Investigation, the use of CHSs and UCEs would similarly have been authorized under the AG 
Guidelines and the DIOG. 
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of the phrase "prominent within a domestic political organization," with some 
agents interpreting that phrase as limited to a person "running for office," and other 
agents questioning whether a presidential primary campaign was a "domestic 
political organization." Accordingly, we recommend that the FBI establish guidance 
to better define this phrase, so that agents understand the meaning of this phrase 
as it is used in FBI policy. 

FBI policies concerning "Undisclosed Participation" (UDP) apply when anyone 
acting on behalf of the FBI, to include CHSs and UCEs, becomes a member of, or 
participates in, the activity of an organization without disclosing to the organization 
their FBI affiliation. These policies likewise did not apply to the Crossfire Hurricane 
case because we found no evidence that any of the FBI CHSs or UCEs used in 
Crossfire Hurricane joined or participated in the Trump campaign at all, and 
certainly not at the direction of, or otherwise on behalf of, the FBI. During our 
review, this issue briefly arose because we learned that one of the subjects of the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation had invited an FBI CHS to join the Trump 
campaign, prior to the opening of the investigation. However, we found that when 
the Crossfire Hurricane team learned about this invitation following the 
investigation's opening, the team did not consider using this opportunity to engage 
in UDP. Rather, every FBI witness we interviewed said they would not have done 
so even if the FBI CHS had actually wanted to join the campaign. Strzok's reaction 
to the possibility-"[O)h god no. Absolutely not"-and the reaction Case Agent 2 
attributed to the OGC attorneys-"no freaking way"-were indicative of the 
reactions we heard from all members of the Crossfire Hurricane team when we 
questioned them about whether they considered the possibility of inserting an FBI 
CHS into the Trump campaign to collect investigative information. None of the 
documents we reviewed indicated that any member of the Crossfire Hurricane team 
ever advocated for that type of investigative activity. 

The use of CHSs and UCEs by the Crossfire Hurricane team also did not 
present a "sensitive monitoring circumstance," as defined by the AG Guidelines and 
the DIOG. As described in these policies, a "sensitive monitoring circumstance" 
arises when the FBI seeks to record communications with officials who have already 
been elected or appointed, such as Members of Congress, federal judges, or high 
ranking members of the executive branch. The AG Guidelines and the DIOG do not 
require prior notice to, or approval by, the Department when the FBI uses a CHS to 
consensually monitor communications with candidates for political office or 
prominent officials within their campaigns. 

Because the CHS operations conducted during the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation did not implicate the FBI's policies regarding sensitive sources, UDP, 
or sensitive monitoring circumstances, Department or higher level FBI notice or 
approval was not required for such operations. Under the CHSPG, which vests 
SSAs with daily oversight responsibility for CHSs in routine investigations, approval 
at the SSA level was sufficient. 525 The only relevant exception for the Crossfire 

sis CHSPG § 2.1.1. 
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Hurricane investigation were counterintelligence CHS extraterritorial operations, 
which required approval by an FBI Assistant Director, and which we found received 
approval by Priestap. 526 We determined that the day-to-day decisions concerning 
whether and how to use CHSs and UCEs in the Crossfire Hurricane investigation 
were made by the investigative team, with the approval of SSA 1 as required by 
FBI policy. We further found that SSA 1 briefed the FBI supervisors in his chain of 
command-Strzok, Priestap, and on one occasion McCabe-about the CHS 
operations planned by the investigative team. Priestap told the OIG that he 
remembered knowing about, and approving of, all of the CHS operations in 
Crossfire Hurricane, even though review and approval at his level was not required 
by the DIOG for operations conducted within the United States. 

We further concluded that the use of CHSs and UCEs in the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation complied with the DIOG's requirement that "investigative 
activities be conducted for an authorized purpose. "527 As discussed previously, the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation was opened for an authorized purpose-which 
means "to detect, obtain information about, or prevent or protect against federal 
crimes or threats to the national security or to collect foreign intelligence. "528 The 
DIOG also provides that the underlying purpose of the investigative activity "may 
not be solely to monitor the exercise of constitutional rights ...• "529 While the 
investigative activity in this case clearly implicated First Amendment protected 
activity, we did not find evidence that members of Crossfire Hurricane team 
attempted to use CHSs or UCEs for the sole purpose of monitoring activities 
protected by the First Amendment. Rather, we determined that these investigative 
activities were focused on obtaining information that would enable investigators to 
better assess the predicating information. Indeed, a significant amount of the 
information gathered during these operations was inconsistent with the Steele 
election reporting and should have been provided to Department attorneys, but was 
not. 

For example, our review of CHS interactions with Page indicated that they 
were initiated to obtain information relevant to the allegations under investigation. 
Page was asked about his ongoing ties to Russia, contacts with Russian intelligence 
officials, views on media reports linking the Trump campaign and Russia, 
involvement in the committee responsible for the Republican platform language 
concerning aiding Ukraine, and views on the possibility of an "October Surprise" if 
the Trump campaign could access information obtained by the Russians from the 

527 DIOG § 4.1.2. 

528 DIOG § 7.2. 
529 DIOG § 4.1.2. 
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DNC emails. Similarly, CHS operations aimed at Papadopoulos were linked to the 
allegations under investigation in Crossfire Hurricane. For example, when 
Papadopoulos was asked about the Trump campaign, the questions were focused 
on obtaining information about other Crossfire Hurricane subjects (Page and Flynn) 
or determining whether the Trump campaign benefitted from, or anyone in the 
Trump campaign had knowledge of, Russian assistance or the WikiLeaks release of 
information that was damaging to the Clinton campaign. Papadopoulos's 
response-that the Trump campaign was not "advocat[ing] for this type of activity 
because at the end of the day it's ... illegal"-clearly pertained to the issues under 
investigation and, as discussed elsewhere in this report, should have been provided 
to the Department's attorneys for evaluation as part of the FISA applications. 
Likewise, the high-level Trump campaign official was asked about the role of three 
Crossfire Hurricane subjects-Page, Papadopoulos, and Manafort-in the Trump 
campaign, and also asked about allegations in public reports concerning Russian 
interference in the 2016 U.S. elections, the campaign's response to ideas featured 
in Page's Moscow speech, and the possibility of an "October Surprise." These areas 
of inquiry were focused on the allegations under investigation in an effort to elicit 
pertinent information. 

• We found that the Crossfire Hurricane team made no use of any 
information collected from the high-level Trump campaign official, because the 
team determined that none of the information gathered was "germane" to the 
allegations under investigation. However, as noted above, we were concerned that 
the Crossfire Hurricane team did not recall having in place a plan, prior to the 
operation involving the high-level campaign official, to address the possible 
collection of politically sensitive information. 

We also looked for, but did not find, documentary evidence that investigative 
activities involving CHSs and UCEs during Crossfire Hurricane were undertaken for 
political purposes, rather than investigative objectives. Similarly, none of the 
witnesses provided any such information to us. In addition, we evaluated the roles 
of Lisa Page and Strzok in decision making about how to use CHSs and UCEs in the 
Crossfire Hurricane investigation. We learned that the Crossfire Hurricane case 
agents had limited and, in some cases, no interaction with Lisa Page, and that she 
had no authority over, or even involvement in, decision making concerning the use 
of CHSs or UCEs. Although we found that Strzok oversaw aspects of Crossfire 
Hurricane, and was briefed regarding the plans for the use of CHSs and UCEs, we 
found no evidence that Strzok gave specific directions as to which CHSs to task and 
how to task them, or acted as the sole decision maker for any of the CHS or UCE 
operations. In addition, none of the Crossfire Hurricane team members stated that 
they believed Strzok's political views impacted the use of CHSs or UCEs, and we did 
not find any documentary evidence suggesting such an impact. 

Although we found that the Crossfire Hurricane team complied with all 
applicable Department and FBI policies regarding the use of CHSs, we are 
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concerned that current FBI and Department policies are not sufficient to ensure 
appropriate oversight and accountability when such operations potentially implicate 
sensitive, constitutionally protected activity. During Crossfire Hurricane, the FBI 
conducted multiple CHS operations that involved interactions with members of a 
major party candidate's presidential campaign, including a high-level campaign 
official who was not an investigative subject. Under current Department guidelines 
and FBI policy, those operations only required the approval of an FBI SSA, a first­
level supervisor (although here, as noted above, an FBI Assistant Director approved 
of all of the CHS operations). The FBI was not required to notify the Department of 
those investigative activities and we are unaware of any Department official having 
had advance knowledge of the FBI's plan to consensually monitor conversations 
between CHSs and Page and Papadopoulos, both during and after the time they 
were affiliated with the Trump campaign, and a conversation with a high-level 
Trump campaign official. The then Chief of NSD's Counterintelligence and Export 
Control Section David Laufman told the OIG that he believed such activity should 
require Department authorization. We agree. 

We recommend that the Department and FBI assess the definition of a 
"sensitive monitoring circumstance" contained in the AG Guidelines and the DIOG 
to determine whether to expand its scope to include consensual monitoring of 
major party domestic political candidates for federal office or individuals prominent 
within those domestic political organizations, so that at a minimum, Department 
consultation is required when tasking a CHS to interact with officials in national 
political campaigns. Such a change would be consistent with other currently­
existing FBI and Department policies intended to ensure appropriate approval and 
oversight where certain constitutionally protected activity is concerned. Examples 
include the FBI's heightened approval requirements for sensitive UDP that is likely 
to affect the exercise of First Amendment rights by members of an organization, 
the FBI's definition of "Sensitive Investigative Matters" (which includes domestic 
political candidates and prominent members of domestic political organizations), 
the Department's approval requirements for consensual monitoring when 
investigating alleged misconduct by a senior member of the executive branch or a 
Member of Congress, and the Department's requirement for Attorney General 
approval for toll record subpoenas and search warrants directed at members of the 
media. We believe the same considerations that resulted in the adoption of these 
provisions to protect the exercise of constitutional rights similarly apply to the 
situation present in Crossfire Hurricane, where the Department and FBI were 
conducting CHS operations of officials affiliated with a major party candidate's 
national political campaign. 

G. Participation in ODNI Strategic Intelligence Briefing 

As described In Section V of Chapter Ten, we learned during the course of 
our review that in August 2016, the supervisor of the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigation, SSA 1, participated on behalf of the FBI in an ODNI strategic 
intelligence briefing given to candidate Trump and his national security advisors, 
including Flynn, and in a separate briefing given to candidate Clinton and her 
national security advisors. The stated purpose of the FBI's counterintelligence and 
security portion of the briefings was to provide the recipients "a baseline on the 
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presence and threat posed by foreign intelligence services to the National Security 
of the U.S. 11 However, we found the FBI also had an investigative purpose when it 
specifically selected SSA 1, a supervisor for the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, to 
provide the FBI briefings. SSA 1 was selected, in part, because Flynn, who would 
be attending the briefing with candidate Trump, was a subject in one of the ongoing 
investigations related to Crossfire Hurricane. SSA 1 told us that the briefing 
provided him "the opportunity to gain assessment and possibly some level of 
familiarity with (Flynn]. So, should we get to the point where we need to do a 
subject interview .. .! would have that to fall back on." 

After the meeting, SSA 1 drafted an Electronic Communication (EC} 
documenting his participation in the ODNI strategic intelligence briefing attended by 
Trump, Flynn, and another advisor, and added the EC to the Crossfire Hurricane 
investigative file. The EC described the purpose, location, and attendees of the 
briefing, and recounted in summary fashion the portion of the briefing SSA 1 
provided. Woven into the briefing summary were questions posed to SSA 1 by 
Trump and Flynn, and SSA l's responses, as well as comments made by Trump and 
Flynn. SSA 1 told us that he documented those instances where he was engaged 
by the attendees, as well as anything related to the FBI or pertinent to the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation, such as comments about the Russian Federation. SSA 1 
said that he also documented information that may not have been relevant at the 
time he recorded it, but might prove relevant in the future. SSA 1 told us that he 
did not memorialize in writing the briefing he participated in of candidate Clinton 
and her national security advisors because the attendees did not include a subject 
of an FBI investigation, and because there was nothing from the other briefings that 
was of investigative value to the Crossfire Hurricane team. 

As we described earlier in connection with the FBI's decision not to conduct 
defensive briefings to the Trump campaign about the information the FBI received 
from the FFG, we did not identify any Department or FBI policy that applied to that 
decision and determined that those decisions are judgment calls left to the 
discretion of FBI officials. Similarly, we did not identify any Department or FBI 
policy or guidance that specifically addresses using FBI counterintelligence and 
security briefings to members of political campaigns for investigative purposes, as 
occurred in Crossfire Hurricane. We believe there should be. 

Baker told us that the decision to select SSA 1 to participate in the ODNI 
briefing because of his involvement with Crossfire Hurricane was reached by 
consensus among a group that he recalled involved multiple FBI officials, including 
McCabe. 530 If accurate, SSA 1 's selection at least was discussed and approved by 
high-level officials at the FBI, which we believe should occur in advance of such 
activity. However, there is nothing in FBI policy requiring high-level approval. 
Further, the Department was not informed that the FBI was using the ODNI briefing 
of a presidential candidate for investigative purposes, nor was ODNI made aware 
that the individual providing the FBI's portion of the briefing would be 

530 McCabe told us that it was possible he participated in conversations about whether SSA 1 
should conduct the briefings, but could not recall any. 
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memorializing information from the briefing into an FBI case file for investigative 
purposes. 

ODNI strategic intelligence briefings of the type that were provided to 
candidates Trump and Clinton convey sensitive information to familiarize the 
recipients with certain national security issues; and the FBI's counterintelligence 
and security portion of the briefings highlights why the recipients, once given 
access to such information, should assume they will be targets of foreign 
intelligence services. The briefings are important because they attempt to prepare 
both national political party candidates, on an equal footing, for the national 
security threats facing them if elected. The transfer of information, the exchanges 
of questions and answers that can occur, and the effectiveness of this process rely 
on an expectation of trust and good faith among the participants. The FBI's use of 
such briefings for investigative purposes potentially interferes with this expectation 
and could frustrate the purpose of future counterintelligence briefings. For this 
reason, we recommend that any decision to use FBI counterintelligence and 
security briefings to members of political campaigns for investigative purposes 
should require the approval of senior leaders at both the FBI and the Department, 
and approval should be documented and based on factors set forth in FBI policy. 
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CHAPTER TWELVE 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. Conclusions 

In July 2016, 3 weeks after then FBI Director James Corney announced the 
conclusion of the FBI's "Midyear Exam" investigation into presidential candidate 
Hillary Clinton's handling of government emails during her tenure as Secretary of 
State, the FBI received reporting from a Friendly Foreign Government (FFG) that, in 
a May 2016 meeting with the FFG, Trump campaign foreign policy advisor George 
Papadopoulos "suggested the Trump team had received some kind of a suggestion" 
from Russia that it could assist in the election process with the anonymous release 
of information during the campaign that would be damaging to candidate Clinton 
and President Obama. Days later, on July 31, the FBI initiated the Crossfire 
Hurricane investigation that is the subject of this report. 

As we noted last year in our review of the Midyear investigation, the FBI has 
developed and earned a reputation as one of the world's premier law enforcement 
agencies in significant part because of its tradition of professionalism, impartiality, 
non-political enforcement of the law, and adherence to detailed policies, practices, 
and norms. It was precisely these qualities that were required as the FBI initiated 
and conducted Crossfire Hurricane. However, as we describe in this report, our 
review identified significant concerns with how certain aspects of the investigation 
were conducted and supervised, particularly the FBI's failure to adhere to its own 
standards of accuracy and completeness when filing applications for Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) authority to surveil Carter Page, a U.S. person 
who was connected to the Donald J. Trump for President Campaign. We also 
identified what we believe is an absence of sufficient policies to ensure appropriate 
Department oversight of significant investigative decisions that could affect 
constitutionally protected activity. 

The Opening of Crossfire Hurricane and the Use of Confidential Human 
Sources 

The decision to open the Crossfire Hurricane investigation was made by the 
FBI's then Counterintelligence Division (CD) Assistant Director (AD), E.W. "Bill" 
Priestap, and reflected a consensus reached after multiple days of discussions and 
meetings among senior FBI officials. We concluded that AD Priestap's exercise of 
discretion in opening the investigation was in compliance with Department and FBI 
policies, and we did not find documentary or testimonial evidence that political bias 
or improper motivation influenced his decision. While the information in the FBI's 
possession at the time was limited, in light of the low threshold established by 
Department and FBI predication policy, we found that Crossfire Hurricane was 
opened for an authorized investigative purpose and with sufficient factual 
predication. 

However, we also determined that, under Department and FBI policy, the 
decision whether to open the Crossfire Hurricane counterintelligence investigation, 
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which involved the activities of individuals associated with a national major party 
campaign for president, was a discretionary judgment call left to the FBI. There 
was no requirement that Department officials be consulted, or even notified, prior 
to the FBI making that decision. We further found that, consistent with this policy, 
the FBI advised supervisors in the Department's National Security Division (NSD) of 
the investigation only after it had been initiated. As we detail in Chapter Two, high­
level Department notice and approval is required in other circumstances where 
investigative activity could substantially impact certain civil liberties, and that notice 
allows senior Department officials to consider the potential constitutional and 
prudential implications in advance of these activities. We concluded that similar 
advance notice should be required in circumstances such as those that were 
present here. 

Shortly after the FBI opened the Crossfire Hurricane investigation, the FBI 
conducted several consensually monitored meetings between FBI confidential 
human sources (CHS) and individuals affiliated with the Trump campaign, including 
a high-level campaign official who was not a subject of the investigation. We found 
that the CHS operations received the necessary approvals under FBI policy; that an 
Assistant Director knew about and approved of each operation, even in 
circumstances where a first-level supervisory special agent could have approved the 
operations; and that the operations were permitted under Department and FBI 
policy because their use was not for the sole purpose of monitoring activities 
protected by the First Amendment or the lawful exercise of other rights secured by 
the Constitution or laws of the United States. we did not find any documentary or 
testimonial evidence that political bias or improper motivation influenced the FBI's 
decision to conduct these operations. Additionally, we found no evidence that the 
FBI attempted to place any CHSs within the Trump campaign, recruit members of 
the Trump campaign as CHSs, or task CHSs to report on the Trump campaign. 

However, we are concerned that, under applicable Department and FBI 
policy, it would have been sufficient for a first-level FBI supervisor to authorize the 
sensitive domestic CHS operations undertaken in Crossfire Hurricane, and that 
there is no applicable Department or FBI policy requiring the FBI to notify 
Department officials of a decision to task CHSs to consensually monitor 
conversations with members of a presidential campaign. Specifically, in Crossfire 
Hurricane, where one of the CHS operations involved consensually monitoring a 
high-level official on the Trump campaign who was not a subject of the 
investigation, and all of the operations had the potential to gather sensitive 
information of the campaign about protected First Amendment activity, we found no 
evidence that the FBI consulted with any Department officials before conducting the 
CHS operations-and no policy requiring the FBI to do so. We therefore believe 
that current Department and FBI policies are not sufficient to ensure appropriate 
oversight and accountability when such operations potentially implicate sensitive, 
constitutionally protected activity, and that requiring Department consultation, at a 
minimum, would be appropriate. 
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The FISA Applications to Conduct Surveillance of Carter Page 

One investigative tool for which Department and FBI policy expressly require 
advance approval by a senior Department official ls the seeking of a court order 
under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA). When the Crossfire 
Hurricane team first proposed seeking a FISA order targeting Carter Page in mid­
August 2016, FBI attorneys assisting the investigation considered lt a "close call" 
whether they had developed the probable cause necessary to obtain the order, and 
a FISA order was not requested at that time. However, in September 2016, 
immediately after the Crossfire Hurricane team received reporting from Christopher 
Steele concerning Page's alleged recent activities with Russian officials, FBI 
attorneys advised the Department that the team was ready to move forward with a 
request to obtain FISA authority to surveil Page. FBI and Department officials told 
us the Steele reporting "pushed [the FISA proposal] over the line" in terms of 
establishing probable cause. FBI leadership supported relying on Steele's reporting 
to seek a FISA order targeting Page after being advised of, and giving consideration 
to, concerns expressed by a Department attorney that Steele may have been hired 
by someone associated with a rival candidate or campaign. 

The authority under FISA to conduct electronic surveillance and physical 
searches targeting individuals significantly assists the government's efforts to 
combat terrorism, clandestine intelligence act!vlty, and other threats to the national 
security. At the same time, the use of this authority unavoidably raises civil 
liberties concerns. FISA orders can be used to surveil U.S. persons, like Carter 
Page, and in some cases the surveillance will foreseeably collect information about 
the individual's constitutionally protected activities, such as Page's legitimate 
activities on behalf of a presidential campaign. Moreover, proceedings before the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court {FISC)-which is responsible for ruling on 
applications for FISA orders-are ex parte, meaning that unlike most court 
proceedings, the government is present but the government's counterparty is not. 
In addition, unlike the use of other intrusive investigative techniques (such as 
wiretaps under Title III and traditional criminal search warrants) that are granted in 
ex parte hearings but can potentially be subject to later court challenge, FISA 
orders have not been subject to scrutiny through subsequent adversarial 
proceedings. 

In light of these concerns, Congress through the FISA statute, and the 
Department and FBI through policies and procedures, have established important 
safeguards to protect the FISA application process from irregularities and abuse • 
. Among the most important are the requirements in FBI policy that every FISA 
application must contain a "full and accurate" presentation of the facts, and that 
agents must ensure that all factual statements in FISA applications are 
"scrupulously accurate." These are the standards for rul FISA applications, 
regardless of the investigation's sensitivity, and it is incumbent upon the FBI to 
meet them in every application. That said, in the context of an investigation 
Involving persons associated with a presidential campaign, where the target of the 
FISA is a former campaign official and the goal of the FISA is to uncover, among 
other things, information about the individual's allegedly illegal campaign-related 
activities, members of the Crossfire Hurricane investigative team should have 
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anticipated, and told us they in fact did anticipate, that these FISA applications 
would be subjected to especially close scrutiny. 

Nevertheless, we found that members of the Crossfire Hurricane team failed 
to meet the basic obligation to ensure that the Carter Page FISA applications were 
"scrupulously accurate." We identified significant inaccuracies and omissions in 
each of the four applications-7 in the first FISA application and a total of 17 by the 
final renewal application. For example, the Crossfire Hurricane team obtained 
information from Steele's Primary Sub-source in January 2017 that raised 
significant questions about the reliability of the Steele reporting that was used in 
the Carter Page FISA applications. But members of the Crossfire Hurricane team 
failed to share the information with the Department, and it was therefore omitted 
from the second and third renewal applications. All of the applications also omitted 
information the FBI had obtained from another U.S. government agency detailing 
its prior relationship with Page, including that Page had been approved as an 
operational contact for the other agency from 2008 to 2013, and that Page had 
provided information to the other agency concerning his prior contacts with certain 
Russian intelligence officers, one of which overlapped with facts asserted in the 
FISA application. 

As a result of the 17 significant inaccuracies and omissions we identified, 
relevant information was not shared with, and consequently not considered by, 
important Department decision makers and the court, and the FISA applications 
made it appear as though the evidence supporting probable cause was stronger 
than was actually the case. We also found basic, fundamental, and serious errors 
during the completion of the FBI's factual accuracy reviews, known as the Woods 
Procedures, which are designed to ensure that FISA applications contain a full and 
accurate presentation of the facts. 

We do not speculate whether the correction of any particular misstatement or 
omission, or some combination thereof, would have resulted in a different outcome. 
Nevertheless, the Department's decision makers and the court should have been 
given complete and accurate information so that they could meaningfully evaluate 
probable cause before authorizing the surveillance of a U.S. person associated with 
a presidential campaign. That did not occur, and as a result, the surveillance of 
Carter Page continued even as the FBI gathered information that weakened the 
assessment of probable cause and made the FISA applications less accurate. 

We determined that the inaccuracies and omissions we identified in the 
applications resulted from case agents providing wrong or incomplete information 
to Department attorneys and failing to identify important issues for discussion. 
Moreover, we concluded that case agents and SSAs did not give appropriate 
attention to facts that cut against probable cause, and that as the investigation 
progressed and more information tended to undermine or weaken the assertions in 
the FISA applications, the agents and SSAs did not reassess the information 
supporting probable cause. Further, the agents and SSAs did not follow, or even 
appear to know, certain basic requirements in the Woods Procedures. Although we 
did not find documentary or testimonial evidence of intentional misconduct on the 
part of the case agents who assisted NSD's Office of Intelligence (OI) in preparing 
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the applications, or the agents and supervisors who performed the Woods 
Procedures, we also did not receive satisfactory explanations for the errors or 
missing information. We found that the offered explanations for these serious 
errors did not excuse them, or the repeated failures to ensure the accuracy of 
information presented to the FISC. 

We are deeply concerned that so many basic and fundamental errors were 
made by three separate, hand-picked investigative teams; on one of the most 
sensitive FBI investigations; after the matter had been briefed to the highest levels 
within the FBI; even though the information sought through use of FISA authority 
related so closely to an ongoing presidential campaign; and even though those 
involved with the investigation knew that their actions were likely to be subjected 
to close scrutiny. We believe this circumstance reflects a failure not just by those 
who prepared the FISA applications, but also by the managers and supervisors in 
the Crossfire Hurricane chain of command, including FBI senior officials who were 
briefed as the investigation progressed. We do not expect managers and 
supervisors to know every fact about an investigation, or senior leaders to know all 
the details of cases about which they are briefed. However, especially in the FBI's 
most sensitive and high-priority matters, and especially when seeking court 
permission to use an intrusive tool such as a FISA order, it is incumbent upon the 
entire chain of command, including senior officials, to take the necessary steps to 
ensure that they are sufficiently familiar with the facts and circumstances 
supporting and potentially undermining a FISA application in order to provide 
effective oversight consistent with their level of supervisory responsibility. Such 
oversight requires greater familiarity with the facts than we saw in this review, 
where time and again during OIG interviews FBI managers, supervisors, and senior 
officials displayed a lack of understanding or awareness of important information 
concerning many of the problems we identified. 

In the preparation of the FISA applications to surveil Carter Page, the 
Crossfire Hurricane team failed to comply with FBI policies, and in so doing fell 
short of what is rightfully expected from a premier law enforcement agency 
entrusted with such an intrusive surveillance toot. In light of the significant 
concerns identified with the Carter Page FISA applications and the other issues 
described in this report, the OIG today initiated an audit that will further examine 
the FBI's compliance with the Woods Procedures in FISA applications that target 
U.S. persons in both counterintelligence and counterterrorism investigations. We 
also make the following recommendations to assist the Department and the FBI in 
avoiding similar failures in future investigations. 

II. Recommendations 

For the reasons fully described ln previous chapters, we recommend the 
following: 

1. The Department and the FBI should ensure that adequate procedures 
are in place for the Office of Intelligence (OI} to obtain all relevant and 
accurate information, including access to Confidential Human Source 
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(CHS) information, needed to prepare FISA applications and renewal 
applications. This effort should include revising: 

a. the FISA Request Form: to ensure information is identified for 
OI: (i} that tends to disprove, does not support, or is 
inconsistent with a finding or an allegation that the target is a 
foreign power or an agent of a foreign power, or (ii) that bears 
on the reliability of every CHS whose information is relied upon 
in the FISA application, including all information from the 
derogatory information sub-file, recommended below; 

b. the Woods Form: (i) to emphasize to agents and their 
supervisors the obligation to re-verify factual assertions 
repeated from prior applications and to obtain written approval 
from CHS handling agents of all CHS source characterization 
statements in applications, and (ii) to specify what steps must 
be taken and documented during the legal review performed by 
an FBI Office of General Counsel (OGC) line attorney and SES­
level supervisor before submitting the FISA application package 
to the FBI Director for certification; 

c. the FISA Procedures: to clarify which positions may serve as 
the supervisory reviewer for OGC; and 

d. taking any other steps deemed appropriate to ensure the 
accuracy and completeness of information provided to OI. 

2. The Department and FBI should evaluate which types of Sensitive 
Investigative Matters (SIM) require advance notification to a senior 
Department official, such as the Deputy Attorney General, in addition 
to the notifications currently required for SIMs, especially for case 
openings that implicate core First Amendment activity and raise policy 
considerations or heighten enterprise risk, and establish implementing 
policies and guidance, as necessary. 

3. The FBI should develop protocols and guidelines for staffing and 
administrating any future sensitive investigative matters from FBI 
Headquarters. 

4. The FBI should address the problems with the administration and 
assessment of CHSs identified in this report and, at a minimum, 
should: 

a. revise its standard CHS admonishment form to include a 
prohibition on the disclosure of the CHS's relationship with the 
FBI to third parties absent the FBI's permission, and assess the 
need to include other admonishments in the standard CHS 
admonishments; 
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b. develop enhanced procedures to ensure that CHS information is 
documented in Delta, including information generated from 
Headquarters-led investigations, substantive contacts with 
closed CHSs {directly or through third parties), and derogatory 
information. We renew our recommendation that the FBI create 
a derogatory information sub-file in Delta; 

c. assess VMU's practices regarding reporting source validation 
findings and non-findings; 

d. establish guidance for sharing sensitive information with CHSs; 

e. establish guidance to handling agents for inquiring whether their 
CHS participates in the types of groups or activities that would 
bring the CHS within the definition of a "sensitive source," and 
ensure handling agents document (and update as needed) those 
affiliations and any others voluntarily provided to them by the 
CHS in the Source Opening Communication, the "Sensitive 
Categories" portion of each CHS's Quarterly Supervisory Source 
Report, the "Life Changes" portion of CHS Contact Reports, or 
as otherwise directed by the FBI so that the FBI can assess 
whether active CHSs are engaged in activities (such as political 
campaigns) at a level that might require re-designation as a 
"sensitive source" or necessitate closure of the CHS; and 

f. revise its CHS policy to address the considerations that should 
be taken into account and the steps that should be followed 
before and after accepting information from a closed CHS 
indirectly through a third party. 

5. The Department and FBI should clarify the following terms in their 
policies: 

a. assess the definition of a "Sensitive Monitoring Circumstance" in 
the AG Guidelines and the FBI's DIOG to determine whether to 
expand its scope to Include consensual monitoring of a domestic 
political candidate or an individual prominent within a domestic 
political organization, or a subset of these persons, so that 
consensual monitoring of such individuals would require 
consultation with or advance notification to a senior Department 
official, such as the Deputy Attorney General; and 

b. establish guidance, and include examples in the DIOG, to better 
define the meaning of the phrase "prominent in a domestic 
political organization" so that agents understand which 
campaign officials fall within that definition as it relates to 
"Sensitive Investigative Matters," "Sensitive UDP," and the 
designation of "sensitive sources." Further, if the Department 
expands the scope of"Sensitive Monitoring Circumstance," as 
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recommended above, the FBI should apply the guidance on 
"prominent in a domestic political organization" to "Sensitive 
Monitoring Circumstance" as well. 

6. The FBI should ensure that appropriate training on DIOG § 4 is 
provided to emphasize the constitutional implications of certain 
monitoring situations and to ensure that agents account for these 
concerns, both in the tasking of CHSs and in the way they document 
interactions with and tasking of CHSs. 

7. The FBI should establish a policy regarding the use of defensive and 
transition briefings for investigative purposes, Including the factors to 
be considered and approval by senior leaders at the FBI with notice to 
a senior Department official, such as the Deputy Attorney General. 

8. The Department's Office of Professional Responsibility should review 
our findings related to the conduct of Department attorney Bruce Ohr 
for any action it deems appropriate. Ohr's current supervisors in the 
Department's Criminal Division should also review our findings related 
to Ohr's performance for any action they deem appropriate. 

9. The FBI should review the performance of all employees who had 
responsibility for the preparation, Woods review, or approval of the 
FISA applications, as well as the managers, supervisors, and senior 
officials in the chain of command of the Carter Page investigation, for 
any action deemed appropriate. 
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APPENDIX 1 

WOODS PROCEDURES531 

FIRST FISA APPLICATION 
Supporting 

Page documentation 
#or No supporting does not state 

Factual Assertion in FISA Application FN documentation this fact 
The DNI commented that this innuence included 5 X 
providing money to particular candidates or 
providing disinformation. 
Although Page did not provide any specific 27 
details to refute, dispel, or clarify the media 
reporting, he made vague statements that 
minimized his activities. 
In or about May 2016, lluryakov was sentenced FN 6 X 
to 30 months in prison, 

[Steele] iS a formE'r ~ FN 8 X 
and has been an FBI 

source since in or about October 2013. 
[Steele's] reporting has been corroborated and 
used in criminal proceedings and the FBI 
assesses [Steele] to be reliable. [Steele] has 
been compensated approx, $95,000 by the FBI 
and the FBI is unaware of any derogatory 
information oertaininq to [Steele].532 

[Steele] reported the information contained FN 8 X 
therein to the FBI aver the course of several 
meetings with the FBI from in or about June 
2016 through August 2016. 
[Steele] told the FBI that he/she only provided FN 18 
this information to the business associate and 
the FBI. 
Since that time, Source #2 has routinely FN 20 X 
provided reliable information that has been 
corroborated by the FBI. 
Source #2 has been compensated in excess of 
-since 2008, 

FN 20 X 

Supporting document 
shows that the 

factual assertion is 
inaccurate 

X 

X 

531 This Appendix describes errors we identified in the Woods process for the four Carter Page 
FISA applications, We did not examine the "facilities" section of the applications. This Appendix does 
not include non-Woods-related errors in the applications described in Chapters Five and Eight. As 
described in Chapter Two, the Woods Procedures seek ta ensure the accuracy of every factual assertion 
in a F!SA application. These procedures require that the case agent who requests an application create 
and maintain a "Woods File" that contains: (1) supporting documentation for every factual assertion 
contained in the application, and (2) results and supporting documentation of the required searches 
and verifications. In this appendix, we identify each factual assertion in the FISA applications for which 
we found (1) no supporting documentation in the Woods FIie, (2) purported supporting documentation 
in the Woods File that did not state the fact asserted in the FISA application, or (3) purported 
supporting documentation in the Woods File that actually indicates the fact asserted is inaccurate. 

532 The Woods Procedures require that when an application contains reporting from a 
Confidential Human Source (CHS), the Woods File must contain documentation from the CHS handling 
agent verifying that the handling agent has reviewed the facts on the CHS's background and reliability 
and that the representations in the FISA about the CHS are accurate. 
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WOODS PROCEDURES 
RENEWAL APPLICATION NO. 1 

Supporting 
Page doc:umentatlon 
#or No supporting does not state 

Fac:tual assertion in FISA Applic:ation FN doc:umentation this fac:t 
The DN! commented that this influence included 6 X 
providing money to particular candidates or 
providing disinformation. 
Although Page did not provide any specific 29 
details to refute, dispel, or clarify the media 
reporting, he made vague statements that 
minimized his activities. 
According to Source #2, Page initially 35 X 
attempted to distance the think tank from 
Russian funding. 
Papadopoulos Is a current subject of an FBI FN3 X 
· nvestigation. 533 

nor about May 2016, Buryakov was sentenced FN 7 X 
o 30 months in prison. 
Steele 1 is a former FN 9 X 

and has been an FBI 
source since in or about October 2013. [Steele] 
has been compensated approx. $95,000 by the 
FBI. [Tihe FBI assesses [Steele] to be reliable 
as previous reporting from [Steele] has been 
corroborated and used in criminal proceedings. 
[I]n or about October 2016, the FBI suspended FN 9 X 
its relationship with [Steele] due to [Steele's] 
unauthorized disclosure of information to the 
press. 
[Steele] reported the information contained FN 9 X 

the FBI over the course of several 
with the FBl from in or about June 

2016 through August 2016. 
[Steele] told the FBI that he/she only provided FN 19 
this information to the business associate and 
the FBl. 
Since that time, Source #2 has routinely FN 21 X 
provided reliable information that has been 
corroborated by the FBI. 
~2 has been compensated in excess of FN 21 X 

since 2008. 

Supporting document 
shows that the 

fac:tual assertion is 
inac:c:urate 

X 

X 

533 Although the Crossfire Hurricane team knew the FBI had an ongoing Investigation of 
Papadopoulos, the Woods File did not contain documentation supporting this factual assertion. The 
Woods Procedures do not exempt information known to the case agent from having supporting 
documentation. 
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WOODS PROCEDURES 
RENEWAL APPLICATION NO. 2 534 

Supporting 
Page documentation 
# or No supporting does not state 

Factual assertion in FISA Aoolicatlon FN documentation this fact 
The DNI commented that this influence included 6 X 
providing money to particular candidates or 
providina disinformation. 
Although Page did not provide any specific 30 
details to refute, dispel, or clarity the media 
reporting, he made vague statements that 
minimized his activities. 
According to Source #2, Page initially 35 X 
attempted to distance the think tank from 
Russian funding. 
Page stated that he believed that he was the 35 X 
subject of electronic surveillance by the U.S. 
government. 
The FBI's ongoing investigation has revealed 36 X 
that Page has moved out of his New York City 
residence and does not currently maintain a 
permanent address; rather Page lives in and out 
of hotels inside New York City and other cities. 
Court-authorized 42 X 

revealed a document titled 

• " The document outlines what appear to 
be talking points that are meant to counter 
media reports that cast PaQe in a neoative liciht. 
At a tater point in the interview, after the FBI 46-7 X 
explained to Page how Page could be viewed as 
having a source-handler or co·optee 
relationship with the Russian intelligence 
officers, Page claimed that he believed that he 
was "on the books,• but that he only provided 
the Russian intelligence officers with 
"immaterial non-oublic" information. 
Also during the interviews, Page denied ever 47 X 
meeting with Sechin or Divyekin. 

Supporting document 
shows that the 

factual assertion ls 
inaccurate 

X 

s,4 The Woods File for Renewal Application No. 2 contains a piece of paper that states "Strat 
Plan" and another piece of paper that states "New 302," "Feb. Article," and "March Article." The case 
agent who compiled the Woods File for this application told us that these pieces of paper were 
"placeholders" he inserted into the file to indicate to the SSA reviewer that a supporting document 
existed, but that a copy of it was not placed into the file. We do not believe these placeholders met 
the Woods requirements because the descriptions of the referenced documents were vague and it was 
not clear to us why the actual documents could not have been included in the Woods File. We also 
observed that there was no notation or other record indicating that the agent and supervisor 
performing the factual accuracy review in fact examined the documents identified by the placeholders. 
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Supporting Supporting document 

Page documentation shows that the 
# or No supporting does not state factual assertion is 

Factual assertion in FISA Application FN documentation this fact Inaccurate 
As of March 2017, the FBI has conducted FN 4 X 
several interviews with Papadopoulos. During 
these interviews, Papadopoulos confirmed that 
he met with officials from the above-referenced 
friendly foreign government, but he denied that 
he discussed anything related to the Russian 
Government during these meetings. 
In or about May 2016, Buryakov was sentenced FN 8 X 
to 30 months in orison. 
rsteele 1 is a former FN 10 X 

and has been an FBI 
source since in or about October 2013. [Steele) 
has been compensated approx. $95,000 by the 
FBI. [TJhe FBI assesses [Steele) to be reliable 
as previous reporting from [Steele] has been 
corroborated and used in criminal oroceedings. 
[I]n or about October 2016, the FBI suspended FN 10 X 
its relationship with {Steele] due to [Steele's] 
unauthorized disclosure of information to the 
press. 
[Steele] reported the information contained FN 10 X 
therein to the FBI over the course of several 
meetings with the FBI from in or about June 
2016 through August 2016. 
{Steele] told the FBI that he/she only provided FN 20 X 
this information to the business associate and 
the FBI. 
Since that time, Source #2 has routinely FN 22 X 
provided reliable information that has been 
corroborated bv the FBI. 
~ has been compensated in excess of FN 22 X 

since 2008. 
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WOODS PROCEDURES 
RENEWAL APPLICATION NO. 3 535 

Factual assertion in FISA Ap lication 
The DNI commented that this influence included 
providing money to particular candidates or 
providing disinformation. 
Russia; President Vladimir Putin said in or 
about September 2016 that Russia was not 
responsible for the hack, but that the release of 
the DNC documents was a net positive: "The 
important thing is the content that was given to 
the ublic.• 

Page 
#or 
FN 
6 

7 

U.S. Person #1 recalled an instance where Page i 21 
was picked·up in a chauffeured car and it was 
rumored at that time that Page had met with 
I or Sechin. 

Supporting 'Supporting document 
documentation indicates the factual , 

No supporting does not state assertion is 
documentation this fact Inaccurate 

X 

X 

X 

ugh Page did not provide any specific 
Is to refute, dispel, or clarify the media 

33 ' X 

· he made va ue statements that 

' Page planned to visit members or employees of 
"Inter RAO." 
According to Source #2, Page initially 
attempted to distance the think tank from 
Russian funding. When Source #2 reminded 
Page of his previous statement regarding the 
"open checkbook," Page did not refute his 
previous comment and provided some 
reassurance to Source #2 about the likelihood 
of Russian financial su ort. _____ _ 
Court-authorized 

The document outlines what appear to 
be talking points that are meant to counter 

35 X 

42 X 

44 X 

47·8 X 

media re orts that cast Page in a negative ligtl~t._,___ __ ~-------"--------''--------------' 

m Similar to the Woods File for Renewal Application No. 2, the file for Renewal Application 3 
contains a "placeholder" piece of paper that states "Strat Plan," indicating to the SSA reviewer that a 
supporting document existed for the factual assertion, but that it was not placed into the Woods File. 
For the reasons noted above, we do not believe this placeholder met the Woods requirements. 
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Factual assertion in FISA A lication 
Page downplayed his interactions with 
Dvorkovich during his March 2017 Interviews 
with the FBI. During these interviews, Page 
characterized his interaction with Ovorkovich in 
July 2016 as a simple introduction in passing 
and a brief handshake. 

and has been an FBI source since in 
or about October 2013. [Steele] has been 
compensated approx. $95,000 by the FBI. 
[TJhe FBI assesses [Steele] to be reliable as 
previous reporting from [Steele] has been 
corroborated and used in criminal roceedin s. 

Page 
#or 
FN 
53 

FIii 10 

[!Jn or about October 2016, the FBI suspended FIii 10 
its relationship with {Steele] due to [Steele's] 
unauthorized disclosure of information to the 
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Supporting Supporting document 

I 
documentation indicates the factual 

No supporting does not state assertion is 
documentation this fact inaccurate 

X 

X 

X 

ress. +------·--· ----·----1- _ --------; 
[Steele] reported the information contained FIii 10 
therein to the FBI over the course of several 
meetings with the FBI from in or about June 
2016 throu h Au ust 2016. 
In or about December 2008, Source #2 was F~i':ii 'I 

opened as an FBI source. In or about January 
2011, Source #2 was closed as an FBI source 
for, among other things, motivation for 
reporting, but not for validity of reporting. 
Source # 2 was reopened in or about March 
2011. Since that time, Source #2 has routinely 
provided reliable information that has been 
corroborated b the FBI. 
Source #2 has been compensated in excess of FIii 21 

since 2008. 
[Steele] told the FBI that he/she only provided FIii 22 
this information to the business associate and 
the FBI. 

information on Its website, 
k was founded by Gazprom to 
ing services for gas industry 

FIii 26 
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FBI'S RESPONSE 

The Honorable Michael l!orowiT7 
Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington. D.C. 20530 

Dear Inspector General Horo...,it2: 

l!.S. Deµur!menl of Justice 

Dec;cmber 6, 2019 

APPENDIX 2 

"I hank you for the opportunity to respond to ihe 0J1icc of the Inspector General (OIG) 

Report titled. "Raicw of'Faur FISA Appliwtiom and Orh~r Aspt'Cls of1he FBl's Crossfire 

Hurrinme lin,•s1igotio11·· l Rc'f)Ortl. 

The Federal Bureau of lnvcstii;ation !FBI} appreciates the OlG's crucial indcpendem 

oversight role and the thoroughnc-ss and professionalism your nflkc brought to this work. The 

Ri:por1's findings and n:commcndntions rcpres,ml constroctivc criticism that will make us 

stronger as an organi,ation. We also appredate the Report's recognition lhal the FBI cooperated 

fully with this review and prmided broad and timely access lo all information requested by the 

OIG, including highly classified and sensitive matt-rial inv,,Mng national security. 

11te Report concludes that the FBf s Crossfire Hurricane mvesliiµ,tion and related 

investigations of certain individuals were opened in 2016 for an authorized purpose and with 

adequate factual predication. The Report also details instru,ccs in which ce11ain FB! personnd. 

at lime,; during the 2016·2017 period ,c,icwe<l hy the OJG, did not comply with cxi,'ting 

policies. neglected to exercise appropriate diligence. or othcrnisc failed to meet the s!andard of 

conduct that the FBI e~pc-ct> ofit> emplu,ec,s - ond tliat our country exp,.-cls of the FBL We 

are ,·cs1ed with significant uulhorities. and it is our uhligatiun as public ser,·nnts to ensure that 
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these authorities are exercised with objectiviiy and integrity. Anything less falls short of the 

FBI's duty to the American people. 

Accordingly, the FBI accepts the Report's findings and embraces the need for thoughtful, 

meaningful remedial action. I have ordered more than 40 corrective steps to address the Report's 

recommendations. Because our credibility and brand are central to fulfilling our mission, we are 

also making improvements beyond those recommended by the 010. And where certain 

individuals have been referred by the O!G for review of their conduct, the FBI will not hesitate 

to take appropriate disciplinary action if warranted at the completion of the required procedures 

for disciplinary review, 

Below is a summary of the actions we are taking, which we describe in more detail in the 

attachment to this letter. 

First, we are modifying our processes under the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act 

(F!SA), both for initial applications and renewals, to enhance accuracy and completeness. The 

FBI relies on FISA every day in national security investigations to prevent terrorists and foreign 

intelligence services from harming the United States. We are making concrete changes to ensure 

that our FISA protocols, verifications, layers of review, record-keeping requirements, and audits 

are more stringent and less susceptible to mistake or inaccuracy. These new processes will also 

ensure that the F!SA Court and the Department of Justice (DOJ) are apprised of all information 

in the FBl's holdings relevant to a determination of probable cause. 

Second, we undertook an extensive review ofinvestigative activity based out ofl'BI 

Headquarters. The FBI is a field-based law enforcement organization, and the vast majority of 

our investigations should continue to be worked by our field offices. Moving forward, in the 

very mre instance when FBI Headquarters nins a sensitive investigation, we are requiring prior 

approval by the FBI Deputy Director and consultation with the Assistant Director in Charge or 

Special Agent in Charge of the affected field offices. 

2 
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Thim, we are making significant changes io how the FBI manages its Confidential 

Human Source {CHS) Program. Many FBI investigations rely on human sources, but the 

invesdgative value derived from CHS-provided information rests in part on the CHS's 

credibility, which demands rigorous assessment of the source. The modifications we arc making 

to how the FBI collects, documents. and shares information about CHSs will strengthen our 

assessment of the information these sources are providing. 

Fourth, lam establishing new protocols for the FB!'s participation in Office of the 

Director ofNati<mal Intelligence (ODNl)-led counterintelligence transition briefings (i.e., 

Strategic intelligence briefings) provided to presidential nominees. The FB!'s role in these 

briefings should be for national security purposes and !J.Q! for investigative purposes. Continued 

participation by the FBI in these ttansition briefings is critical to ensuring continuity in the event 

of a change in administrations. The new FBI protocols about transition briefings will 

complement procedun,s already implemented by the FBI earlier this year to govern the separate 

category of defensive briefings. The FBI gives defensive briefings, which are based on specific 

threat infonnation, in a wide variety of contexts and for myriad federal, state, and other public 

and private individuals and entities. The procedures we recently established for defensive 

briefings regarding malign foreign influence efforts have brought a new rigor and discipline to 

whether and how such briefings should proceed. 

Fiilh, I am mandating a specialized, semiannual training requirement for FBI personnel at 

all levels who handle FISA and CHS matters. This training will be experience-based, and it will 

cover specific lessons teamed from this Report, along with other new and revised material. 

Earlier in my tenure as Director, I reinstated an annual ethics training program for all FBI 

employees, because I learned the training had been discontinued in prior years. While that 

ln!ining was not introduced in response to this Report, all current FBI employees involved in the 

2016-2017 evenis reviewed by the OIG have since completed this additional training in ethics 

and professional responsibility. 

Pin ally, we will review the performance and conduct of certain FBI employees who were 

referenced in the Report's recommendations - including managers, supervisors, and senior 
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officials at the time. The FBI will take appropriate dlsi::iplinary action where warranted. 

1'otably. many of the employees described in the report are no longer employed at the FBL 

l want to emphasize that the FBI' s participation in this process was undertaken with my 

-express din.--ction to be as tran,parent as pi1ssfoie. while honoring om duty to protect sources and 

methods that. if disclose<!. might make Americans less sale. Where protection of certain 

sensitive information is well-founded, I remain eommined to upholding !he laws and 

longstanding policies governing cla:ssifiealion and public n:leasc. ! amjus: as committed w the 

principle that possible cmharrassmcnt and chagrin to the Ffll or its cmployc-es is nm. and should 

never he. the hasis nf' a decision not to divulge FB! information. The FBl has worked dnsc!y 

with the O!G and DOJ on th< classilkatiun issues implicatc<l by the Report Our joint process 

with the O!G and DOJ has ensurc-d all material facts could be presented in this Report. with 

redactions carefully limited and narrowly tailon:d 10 specific national security and operational 

concerns. l am grateful for the mutual assistance of the OlG and DOJ in responsible presentation 

of this extremely se11silivc information. 

Since becoming FBl Director in August 10) 7. I have emphasized to F"Bl agents. analysts. 

and staff the importance of doing things the right m1y. by the book. l am humbled 10 serve 

alongside these dedicated men and women. and I am confident that the actions we are taking will 

strengthrn our histnri(.: ins1itutiun. ensure that we continue tn di!':charge our responsibilities. 

objectively and free from pnlitkal bias, and heller poshion us to protect t.'le American people 

against threats while upholding the Constitution. 

enclosure 
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The Federal Bureau oflnvestigation's Response to the Report 
December 6, 2019 

[Recommendations from the OIG appear verbatim in ilalics.J 

APPENDIX 2 

1. The Departme/11 and the FBI should ensure that adequale procedures are in place for the 
Office of Intelligence (Of) to obtain all relevant a11d accurate information, including access 
to Confidential Human Source (CHS) information. needed to prepare FJSA applications and 
renewal applications. This effort should include revising: 

a. the FJSA. Request Form: to ensure information is identified for Of: (/) rhat tendr 
to disprove, does no/ support, or is inconsistent with a finding or on allegation 
that the target is a fQreign fX}Wer or an agent of a fQreign power, or {ii) that bears 
Qn the reliability of every CHS whose i,iforma/ion is relied upon in the F!SA 
application, including all information from the derogatory sub-file, recommended 
below; 

h. the Woods Form: (i) to emphasize to agents and /heir supervisors the obligation 
10 re-verify factual assertions repeated from prior applications and to obtain 
wrillen approval from CHS handling agents 11f all CHS rource characterization 
statemenrs in applications, and (ii) to specify what steps musr be 1aken and 
documented during the legal review performed by an FBI Office of General 
Counsel {OGC) line allomey and SES-level supervisor before submitting the FISA 
application package 10 the FBI Director for cer1iflca1/on: 

c. the FISA Procedures: 10 clarify which positions may serve as the supervisory 
reviewer for OGC; and 

d taking any other steps deemed appropriale to ensure the accuracy and 
completeness of infonnation provided to 0/. 

The FBI fully accepts these recommendations and is taking lhe following actions, many of 
which exceed the OIG's specific recommendations: 

1. Supplementing the FISA Request Form with new questions, including a checklist of 
relevant information, which will direct agents to provide additional information and !O 

collect all derails relevant to the con.<ideration of a probable cause fmding, emphasizing 
the need to err on the side of disclosure; 

2. Requiring that all information known at the time of the request and bearing on the 
reliability of a CHS whose information is used to support the FISA application is 
captured in the FISA Request Form and verified by the CHS handler; 

3. Adding reverification directives lo the FISA Verification Form, known as the Woods 
Fonn, which will require ageots and their supervisors to attest to their diligence in re• 
verifying facts from prior factual applications and to confmn lhat any changes or 
clarifying faeis, to the extent needed, are in the FISA renewal application; 

4. Improving the FISA Verlfu:ation Form by adding a section devoted to CHSs, including a 
new certification related to the CHS-originated contenl in the FISA applicalion by the 
CHS handler, and CHS-relll!ed information that requires confinnation by the CHS 
bandier, which will be maintairu:d in the CIIS's file; 

5. Adding an affirmation to the FlSA Verification Form that, to the best of the agent's and 
supervisor's knowledge. Ol has been apprised of all information that might reasonably 
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The F<!deral Bunmu of lnvestigatio•'• Response to the Report, continut!d from previous page 
December 6, 2019 

call into question the accuracy of the information in the application or otherwise raise 
doubts about the requested probable cause finding or the theory of the <:ase; 

6, Adding a checklist to the FISA Verification Funn that walks through the new and 
existing steps for !he supervisor who is affinning the <:ase agent's accuracy review prior 
to his or her signature, affinning the ¢0mpleteness of the accuracy review; 

7. Formalizing the role of FBI attorneys in the legal review process for FISA applications, 
to include identification of the point at which SES-level FBI OGC personnel will be 
involved, which positions may serve as the supervisory legal reviewer, and establishing 
the documentation required for the legal review; 

8. Creating and teaching a case study based on the 010 Report findings, analyzing all steps 
of that particular FISA application and its renewals to show FBI personnel the errors, 
omissions, failures to follow policy, and communication breakdowns, and to in.struct 
where new or revised policies and procedures will apply, so !hat mistai<:es of the past are 
not repeated; 

9. Requiring serialization of completed FlSA Verification Forms in the FBl's case 
management system to increase accountability and transparency; 

I 0. Developing and requiring new training focused on FISA process rigor and the steps FBI 
personnel must take, at al! levels, to make sure that 01 and the FISC are apprised of all 
information in the FBI' s holdings at the time of an application that would be relevant to a 
determination of probable cause; 

l L Identifying and pursuing short• and long-term technological improvements. in partnership 
with DOJ, that will aid in consistency and accountability; and, 

12. Directing the FBl's recently expanded Office oflntegrity !ll1d Comptiance to work with 
the l'Bl's Resource Planning Office to identify and propose audit, review, and 
compliance mechanisms to ensure the ahove changes to the FlSA process are effective, 
In addition, O!C has been directed 10 evaluate whether other compliance mechanisms 
would be beneficial to the implementation of the changes detailed below. 

2. The Department and FBI should evaluate which 1ypes of Sensitive Investigative Matters 
(SIM) require advance notification to a senior Deportment official. such as the Deputy 
.4:ttorney Gem,ral, in addition to the notifications currently required for Si Ms, especially for 
case openings that implicate core First Amendmem ac1ivi1y, and establish implemenJing 
policies and guidance, as necessary. 

The FBI fully accepts this reeommendalloo and is taking the following actions: 

l. Identifying, in consultation with the OOJ, which types ofSIMs warran1 =rdination with 
a senior Department official, implementing heightened FBI approval requirements for the 
opening of these S!Ms, and establishing related processes; and, 

2. Training FBI personnel on the changes to ensure that the FBI workforce is consistently 
recognizing and applying the new requirements and processes for the identified types of 
S!Ms. 

2 
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The Federal Bu-u oflnvesllgatlon's Response to the Report, con1inuedfron1 previous page 
DKember 6, 2019 

.1. The FBI should develop protocols and guidelines for staffing and administra1ing any future 
sensitive investigative mal/ersfrom FBI Heotk;uarters. 

The FBI fully accepts this recoromendation. Prior to nicciviog this nicommendation, the 
FBI established a working group that reviewed all FBI lleadquarten investigalions. TIiis 
review resulted in tbt closl11g ot those investigations not falling wltbill certain limited 
exceptions or transferring tbose C8$e5 lo the appropriate field offices. lo addition, the FBI 
ls taking the following actions, affecting all potential FBI Headquarten investigations: 

I. Establishing protocols and guidelines for the rare circumstance when a FBI 
Headquarters-led investigation might be appropriate; 

2. Requiring consultation with the Assistant Director(s) in Charge or Special Agent(s) in 
Charge of all affected field offices prior to the opening of any FBI Headquaners 
investigation; 

3. Requiring FBI Deputy Director approval prior to opening any FBI Headquarters SIM; 
4. Developing and implementing protocols to ensure FBI Headquarters-led investigations 

follow the structure of field-led investigations, apply the same investigative rigor, and 
engage in timely and relevant information sharing with the appropriate field offices; and, 

S. Instituting an annual audit ofinvestigative files opened at FBI Headquaners during the 
previous year. The pUl'JlOse of the audit will be to determine whether each investigation 
complies with policy lllld if it should remain an FBI Headquarters-run investigation. 

4. The FBI should address the problems with the administralion and assessment ofCHSs 
identified in this reporl and. at a minimum, should: 

a. revise its standard CHS admonishment form to include a prohibition on the 
disclosure of 1he CHS 's relationship with the FBI to third parties absent the FBJ's 
permission, and assess the need to include other admonishments in the standard 
CHS admonishments: 

b. develop enhanced procedures to ensure that CHS information is documented in 
Delta, including Information generaJed from Headquarters-led invesligaJion.s. 
substantive colllacts with closed CHSs (directly or through third parties), and 
derogatory information. We renew mir recommendation that the FBI create a 
derogatory sub-file in Delta; 

c. assess VMU"s proctices regording reporting source validation findings and non­
findings; 

d. establish guidance for sharing sensitive information wi1h CllSs; 
e. establish guidance to handling agents for inquiring whether their CHS 

participates in the types of groups or activities that would bring the CHS within 
the definition ef a "sensitive source. "and ensure handling agents doc11ment (and 
update as needed) those affiliations and any other volun/Orily provided 10 them by 
the CHS in the Source Opening Communications, the "Sen.titive Categories·• 
portion of each CHS 's Quarterly Supervisory Source Report, the "Life Changes" 
portion of1he CHS Contact Reports, or as otherwise directed by the FBI so that 
the FBI ca,r assess whether active CHSs are engaged in activities (such as 
political campaigns) at a level that might require re-designation as a "sensilive 
source" or necessitate closure of the CHS; and 
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The F<:deral Bureau of Investigation's Response to the Report, continued from pnviou, page 
December 6, 1019 

f revise ils CHS policy lo address the considerations that should he taken into the 
account and the steps that should be followed before and ajier accepting 
lnjorma1in11from a closed CHS i11direc1ly through a third party. 

The FBI wily accepts these recommendation and is taking the following actiom, wllidl also 
Include improvements separately identified in the OIG's parallel review of CHS validation 
or by the FBI'• own analysis: 

I. Creating a new admonishment 10 sou roes relating to the confidential nature of the FBI· 
CHS relationship; 

2, Adopting additional admonishments, as necessary, to manage !he FBI's relationship with 
the CHS and to improve the FBI' s ability to identify when the CHS' s Status has changed 
or should be reevaluated; 

3. Creating a new subfile, which will supplement the existing Validation subfile created in 
2013, specifically dedicated to holding certain information, including derogatory 
information, necessary for consideration when CHS-originated information is relied on; 

4. Creating a mandatory checklist for CHS handlers so that, in instances where CHS­
originated information is used in legal process, relevant information from the new subfile 
is properly disclosed to the attorneys relying on such CHS-originated infonnation; 

5. Adding new documentation requirements to ensure that CHS-originated information and 
contact with a CHS is captured in the correct FBI recordkeeping system(s), even when it 
ocews in an atypical circumstance or as part of a separate investigation; 

6. Updating and modifying the Validation Management Unit's current practices regarding 
reporting snun:e validation findings and non-findings to ensure all relevant information is 
shared with FBI and DOJ persnnnel; 

1. Modifying policy and clarifying guidance for both new and long-term CHSs with a focus 
on source validation; 

8. Revising the policy related to potentially higher-risk CHSs to enhance the scrutiny of 
tltose CHSs, including periodic reevaluation for potential closure of the CHS; 

9, Establishing guidance and mandatory training for FBI personnel on sharing sensitive 
information or classified infonnation with CHSs; 

10. Expanding the definition of a sensitive source that requires additional approval, scrutiny, 
and oversight to include CHSs who may have access to certain categories ofindividuals, 
such as national-level campaign staff. or who report on subjects in a SIM investigation; 

I I. Revising policy and adding guidance for handling agents so they know when to ask a 
CHS about participation in !he types of groups or activities that would bring the CHS 
within the newly expanded definition of a "sensitive source" or require their closure; 

12. Requiring agents to update the designation of the CHS to a sensitive CHS if, over the 
course of the CHS relationship with the FBI, the CHS's position or access changes, 
triggering a need for additional approvals and oversight; 

13. Clarifying docwnentation and updating requirements related to a Cl IS' s status; 
14. Clarifying and enhancing guidance on how to respond in the situation where a CHS, 

acting independently and not in response to an FBI tasking, provides infonnation abcut a 
sensitive target or operation: 
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15. Revising policy IO establish the requirements and procedures for n:ceiving infonnation 
from a closed source, whether directly or through a third party, and the necessary 
approvals and processes to pennit or preclude acceptance of such information; and, 

16. Creating a CHS Management Working Group directed to identify and deliver additional 
improvements to FBI CHS policies and procedures. 

$. The Department and FBJ should clarify the faflawing lerms In their policies: 
a. assess the definilian of a ''Sensitive Monitoring Circumstance" in the AG 

Guideli,zes and the FBJ 's DIOG to determine whether to expand its scope to 
include consensual monitoring of a domestic pof/lical candidate or an individual 
prominent w/lhln a domestic political organization, or a subset of these persons, 
so 1ha1 consensual monitoring of such individuals would require consultation with 
or advar1ce notijicotion too senior Depanment official, such as the Deputy 
Allorney General; and 

b. establish guidance, and inc/11de examples in the DIOG, to bener define the 
meaning of !he phrase "prominent in a domestic political organization" so that 
agents understand which campaign officials fall within that definilion as it relates 
ta "Sensitive inves1igati\<e Ma11ers. " "Sensitm UDP, "and the designation of 
"sensiliw, sources. .. Further, if !he Department expands lire scope of "Sensitive 
Monitoring Circumstance, "as recommended abow, the FBI should apply the 
guidance on "prominent in a domestic political organization" to "Sensitive 
Monitoring Circumstance" a-< well. 

The FBl fully accepts these momme11dation and Is taking the following aedons: 

I, Assessing, in consultation with the DOJ, the cWTenl definition of a "Sensitive 
Monitoring Circumstanee" and detennining whether to expand the definilion; 

2. Identifying, in consultation with the DOJ, the appropriate level of coordination for a 
Sensitive Monitoring Circumstance; 

3. Establishing guidance and, to the extent necessary, adding or modifying the DIOG, 
including by introducing examples, to better define and explain the phrase "prominent in 
a domestic political organization"; 

4. Making any further changes to FBI potiey that are required upon an expansion of the 
definition of a Sensitive Monitoring Circumstance; and, 

5. Ensuring that training and guidance an:: enhanced and provided to FBI personnel 
pursuant to any revised or expanded definitions. 

6. The FBI should ensure that appropriaJe training on DlOG § 4 is provided to emphasize the 
constitutional implications of certain monitoring situations and to ensure /hat agents aecounl 
for these com:ems, both In the tasking of CHS, and in the way they document interactions 
with and tasking of CHSs. 

The FBI fully accepts this recommendation and is taking the following actions: 

I. Establishing and providing at least semiannual, mandatory training for all relevant 
personnel on CHS handling, source sensitivities, 311d other source-related topics, such 
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as the constitutional implications of certain monitoring situations. Pan of this 
training will include discussion of the constitutional implications of certain 
monitoring situations, how to approach these considerations, and how to document 
situations where core constitutional issues, such as First Amendment activity, may be 
present; and, 

2. Instituting regular and mandatory continuing legal training for FBI personnel at all 
levels a11d in all investigative roles, in addition to already existing legal and ethics 
training, to make sure that FBI personnel fully understand and apply their obligations 
as required by policy and law. including an emphasis on privacy and civil liberties. 

7. The FBI should establish a policy regarding the use of de/en.rive and transition brieflr,gs for 
investigative purposes, including the factors to be considered and approval by senior /euders 
at the FBI with notice to a senior Department officio!, such as the Depll/)I Auorney General. 

Tile FBI fully accepts this recommendation and is taking the following actions: 

l. Instituting a policy that the FBl's counterintelligence and security portion of the 
Office of the Director of National lnteiligence•led strategic intelligence briefings 
(also known ttansition briefings) are solely intended to provide candidates and elected 
officials with relevant intelligence and threat awareness, and thus FBI briefers will 
not be associated with any ongoing FBI investigation related to any reasonably 
foreseeable attendee at the strategic intc!!igence briefing, will be selected based on 
their knowledge of the threat or threats to be briefed, and to the extent feasible, the 
same team ofbriefers will be used for all recipients of a particular strategic 
intelligence briefing; 11nd, 

2. Continuing 10 refine the FBl's newly implemented review process for malign foreign 
influence defensive briefings, and in particular briefings to Legislative and B.xecutive 
Branch officials. This will encompass actions taken after receipt of specific threat 
infonnation that identifies malign foreign influence operations - that is, foreign 
operations that are subversive, undeclared, coercive, or criminal- including 
convening the FBl's Foreign Influence Defensive Briefing Board (FIDBB) to 
evaluate whether and how to provide defensive briefings to affected parties. To 
determine whether notification is warranted and appropriate in each case, the FlDBB 
uses consistent. standardized criteria guided by principles that include, for example, 
the protection of sources and methods and the integrity and independence of ongoing 
criminal investigations and prosecutions. 

8. The Department '.v Office of Professional Responsibility should review our findings rela1ed ro 
the conducl of Department atlamey Bruce Ohr for any aclion ii deems appropriate. Ohr 's 
supervisors in the Department ·s Criminal Divisloit should also review our findings related 10 

Ohr's performance for any action they de,m appropriate, 

This recommendation is din:eled lo the DOJ, thus the FBI is taking th" following action: 

With regards to Mr. Ohr, an employee of the DOJ, the FBI respec-tfully defers to the DOJ for 
addressing the OlG's recommendation. 
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9. The FBI should review the pe,ftirmance of all employees who had responsibility for the 
preparalion, Woods review, or approval of the FISA opplicaticns, as well as the managers. 
supervisors, and senior t1ficials in 1he chain of eommand of the Caner /'age invesrigation, 
ond take any oction deemed appropriate. 

The FBI fully accepts this recommendation and is taklng the following actions: 

Recognizing that many of the individuals involved in this matter are no longer with the FBI, 
undertaking the review of FBI personnel and taking actions as appropriate. 
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Chairman NADLER. Mrs. Roby. 
Mrs. ROBY. I'm actually stunned by the process, or lack thereof, 

that is taking place in this institution. I have many Democratic 
friends that I know to be thoughtful, deliberative Members of Con­
gress, even though we may disagree vehemently on policy. 

But these proceedings being led by the majority, like I said, it's 
stunning. I cannot for the life of me figure out why the majority 
would approach this in such a way that will forever cast doubt on 
why and how they chose to affect history with the impeachment of 
a President of the United States. 

And now to what has taken place here today. This is just bizarre. 
As a Member of Congress serving on the House Judiciary Com­
mittee, I'm asking questions to staff as witnesses before us in an 
impeachment evidentiary hearing? I mean no disrespect to staff. 
We have the most dedicated, hardworking staff, and without these 
individuals, we most certainly couldn't do our jobs effectively. But 
we have not and we will not hear from any fact witnesses. 

Whether you identify as a Republican, a Democrat, or an inde­
pendent, whether you agree or disagree with the President, wheth­
er you like or dislike a President, the American people should be 
cheated-should feel cheated by the way this is all taking place. 
This process is more than incomplete, and the American people de­
serve better. 

Today, history is being made, and I, too, believe it is a dangerous 
precedent for the future of our Republic. It is worth a deeper expla­
nation of the issue of a minority hearing. The minority members 
of this committee have frequently asked the chairman for a minor­
ity day hearing, and all members on this side have signed onto a 
letter to the chairman asking for a minority day hearing. 

I'd like to quote House Rule XI, clause 2: Whenever a hearing is 
conducted by a committee on a measure or a matter, the minority 
members of the committee shall be entitled upon the request to the 
chair by a majority of them before the completion of the hearing 
to call witnesses selected by the minority to testify with respect to 
that measure or matter during at least 1 day of hearing thereon. 

The wording here is that the minority shall be entitled, not if the 
chairman deems the minority worthy, but shall be entitled. 

Mr. Castor, with all of your experience in investigations here in 
the Congress, is it your belief, based on that experience, that ignor­
ing the minority's stated rights for a hearing under the Rules of 
the House severely undermines the future of this institution? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mrs. ROBY. I'd like to quote what we heard from the Democratic 

staff, Mr. Berke, in his opening comments: It is the hope that in 
these discussions, we can put aside political rancor, disagreements, 
and have a fair discussion. 

That is far from what has happened here today or the days lead-
ing up to this. The American people deserve better than this. 

And I yield the remainder of my time to Mr. Collins. 
Mr. COLLINS. Thank you. 
Mr. Castor, we've heard a lot, this is always a good time, I think, 

to go back and remind people that there are four things that really 
haven't changed. Would you like to at least remind us of everything 
that's been discussed? 
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Mr. CASTOR. Well, there's four things that will never change, and 
that is that the transcript is complete and accurate. It shows no 
quid pro quo, no conditionality. That's number one. 

Number two, there was no pressure. Both Zelensky and Trump 
have said that repeatedly. President Zelensky said that at the 
United Nations on September 25. He said it in subsequent news ar­
ticles on October 6, October 10, and December 1. 

Number three, the Ukrainians and Zelensky did not know about 
the pause in aid, at the very least, at the time of the call. 

And number four, no investigations were announced, the aid was 
released, and the White House, you know, afforded a meeting, and 
then President Trump met with Zelensky in New York. 

Mr. COLLINS. Do you find it amazing that the majority, one of 
their key prongs of this whole thing is that they're making the 
elected leader of the Ukraine out to be a liar? Because if he says 
that there's no pressure, he's done it on many, many occasions 
since then, that undoubtedly they believe him not to be truthful. 
So isn't it, doesn't that strike you as a little strange, especially in 
this circumstance? 

Mr. CASTOR. It's unfortunate. 
Mr. COLLINS. It is. It's just sad that we're calling an elected lead­

er who is actually working on corruption and other things like that, 
we're calling a liar simply because they don't agree with the Demo­
crats' theory of a partisan impeachment. 

With that, I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Jeffries. 
Mr. JEFFRIES. Let's focus on the aid to Ukraine. 
Mr. Goldman, Congress allocated on a bipartisan basis $391 mil­

lion in military aid to the Ukraine. Is that correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, and it was signed by President Trump into 

law. 
Mr. JEFFRIES. Does the record establish that the military aid to 

Ukraine is in the national security interests of the United States? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Absolutely. 
Mr. JEFFRIES. The investigation concluded that President Trump 

compromised U.S. national security by withholding vital military 
assistance and diplomatic support. Is that true? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. JEFFRIES. President Trump and his defenders claim that he 

withheld military aid out of alleged concern with corruption in 
Ukraine. Let's explore this phony justification. 

Donald Trump first spoke to the President of Ukraine on an 
April 21 call, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. JEFFRIES. President Trump never used the word "corruption" 

on that April 21 call, true? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That is true, and the readout from the White 

House after the call did say that President Trump talked about cor­
ruption. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. That readout was inaccurate. 
In a May 23 letter, Trump's Department of Defense concluded 

that Ukraine met the anticorruption benchmarks required to re­
ceive military aid from the United States, true? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And if I could just take a second to talk 
about that, because that's very important, and this goes back to 
what Mr. Collins was talking about with Vice President Eiden. 

There is absolutely conditionality on aid routinely in all sorts of 
different ways, but it's done through official policy. And these 
anticorruption benchmarks that you're referencing here was a con­
dition of Ukraine getting the aid. But in May, the Department of 
Defense, in conjunction with the other interagencies, certified that 
Ukraine was making the necessary progress on anticorruption ef­
forts to merit the aid. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. And yet the aid was not released, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. The aid was subsequently held. It was supposed 

to be released. DOD announced the release, and then President 
Trump held the aid without explanation. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Goldman, based on the evidence and testi­
mony that you have reviewed, is there any reason to believe that 
the President cared about corruption in Ukraine? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No. The evidence really supports the fact that 
President Trump views corruption in Ukraine to be synonymous 
with the two investigations that he wants. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. What the President did care about was a political 
favor from the Ukrainian Government, and that is why he withheld 
the military aid, true? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. He told Ambassador Sondland himself that that 
is the only thing that he cares about. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Now, several witnesses testified as to the real mo­
tivation connected to the withheld military aid, including Ambas­
sador Bill Taylor. Here is what he said in his testimony. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. JEFFRIES. Illogical, unexplainable, crazy. 
Mr. GOLDMAN, according to the testimony from Ambassador Tay­

lor, the only explanation for the withheld aid that made sense is 
that the President was seeking help with a political campaign, cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is the only logical explanation, as multiple 
witnesses said. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Ambassador Sondland is a Trump appointee who 
gave a million dollars to the President's inauguration, and he testi­
fied that he came to believe that the resumption of security aid 
would not occur until there was a public statement from Ukraine 
committing to the investigations, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, and that was subsequently confirmed in a 
conversation with President Trump himself. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Lieutenant Colonel Vindman is a decorated Iraq 
war veteran, Purple Heart recipient, and member of the White 
House National Security Council, and he testified that it is im­
proper for the President of the United States to demand a foreign 
government investigate a U.S. citizen and a political opponent, cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yeah. That was pretty much the unanimous view 
of all 17 witnesses that came in to testify before the Intelligence 
Committee. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. The evidence shows that President Trump with­
held military aid from Ukraine as part of a scheme to extract a po-
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litical favor and solicit foreign interference m the 2020 election, 
true? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, and the scheme part is very important be­
cause the minority wants to focus on these four very narrow facts 
that ignore the vast majority of the evidence. And so the fact that 
he used scheme is actually critical to the whole case here. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. The President abused his power. The President 
must be held accountable. No one is above the law. 

I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. GAETZ. 
Mr. GAETZ. The last public opinion poll I saw showed Congress 

had an approval rating at about 9 percent. By contrast, Muammar 
Qadhafi had an approval rating at 13 percent, and his own people 
dragged him in the streets and killed him. 

This impeachment process demonstrates the worst in us, and it 
is depriving us the opportunity to raise our gaze and meet the 
needs of the American people. 

Unless you have bipartisan consensus, impeachment is a divisive 
issue in the country. Many people would think it's being done for 
political reasons. Nancy Pelosi, May 2018. 

And here we are in the most partisan Presidential impeachment 
in American history. Matter of fact, when we opened the inquiry, 
no Republicans voted with the Democrats, and you even had Demo­
crats voting with us in the only bipartisan vote to shut down this 
impeachment. 

And that brings us to your role, Mr. Goldman. Are you here as 
a partisan advocate for the Democrat position, or are you here as 
a nonpartisan investigator of the facts? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I'm here to present the report that we did on our 
investigation which was totally and completely reliant on the ac­
tual evidence that we uncovered, the witness testimony, and the 
documents. 

Mr. GAETZ. Are you a partisan? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I am not a partisan. 
Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Castor, how long have you worked for the House? 
Mr. CASTOR. Since 2005. 
Mr. GAETZ. And the same question, Mr. Goldman. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. For the House? Since earlier this year. 
Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Castor, do you make political donations? 
Mr. CASTOR. I don't remember any. 
Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Goldman, same question. Do you make political 

donations? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I do, sir. I think it's very important for--
Mr. GAETZ. Matter of fact, you've given tens of thousands of dol­

lars to Democrats, right? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Sir, I think it's very important to support can-

didates for office. I think our--
Mr. GAETZ. Have you given over a hundred thousand? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Do you mind if I--
Mr. GAETZ. I just want to know the number. I don't really care 

the basis. Have you given more than $100,000 to the Democrats? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. You don't care about it? 
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Mr. GAETZ. The basis. I just want the number. So it's tens of 
thousands. I think Mr. Berke--

Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't know the number. 
Mr. GAETZ. Do you know how much money Mr. Berke has given 

Democrats? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I don't know, and I don't think it's relevant. 
Mr. GAETZ. Would it surprise you if it's more than $100,000? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Mr. Gaetz, I'm here to talk about this report. 
Mr. GAETZ. So you gave tens of thousands--
Mr. GOLDMAN. I'm happy to talk to you about the report. 
Mr. GAETZ [continuing]. And Mr. Berke gave hundreds of-or 

more than $100,000. Do you think if you had given more money, 
you might have been able to ask questions and answer them like 
Mr. Berke did? 

I guess it's something you're still pondering. 
Mr. CASTOR, have you ever tweeted anything at the President? 
Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Goldman, same question. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I have made a number of tweets in my private ca­

pacity before I came to this job when I was working in the media, 
yes. 

Mr. GAETZ. Matter of fact, this is one of those tweets, right? And 
you said: Nothing in the dossier has proven false. 

But in fact, the dossier said that there was a Russian consulate 
in Miami, when there isn't. The dossier said that Michael Cohen 
had a meeting in Prague, when he didn't. The dossier said that Mi­
chael Cohen's wife was Russian. She's, in fact, Ukrainian. 

And so as we sit here today where you, I guess, got a tweet men­
tioning a pee tape presenting yourself not as a partisan, hired by 
the Democrats to pursue the President, do you regret this tweet? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Sir, I would be happy to put my-this investiga­
tion up with any of the nonpartisan investigations I did--

Mr. GAETZ. I just want to know if you regret the tweet, Mr. Gold­
man. 

Mr. GOLDMAN [continuing]. During my 10 years as a Federal 
prosecutor. 

Mr. GAETZ. Do you regret it? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I hope you'll read the evidence, and I think you 

can judge for yourself whether it's partisan or not. 
Mr. GAETZ. You either regret or you don't regret it, Mr. Goldman. 

I guess you don't want to answer the question. 
You know what, Mr. Chairman, earlier in this hearing you said 

in your opening statement that there is nothing more urgent than 
impeachment right now. This is the most urgent thing we could 
possibly do. 

Well, you know what, if you're a senior right now and you can't 
afford your prescription drugs, that's more urgent than this. 

If you're a manufacturer wanting to dominate the Western Hemi­
sphere with the passage of the USMCA, that is more urgent. 

If you're a farmer who wants to open markets so that your family 
can survive and thrive, that is a lot more urgent than this partisan 
process. 
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If you're a desperate family member watching someone succumb 
to addiction, solving the opioid problem, probably more urgent than 
this partisan impeachment. 

If you're a member of the next generation dealing with the chal­
lenges of extinction and climate change, a budget that's out of con­
trol, driving up the credit card of young people in this country and 
what they'll have to pay back as a consequence of our poor deci­
sions, likely more urgent. 

But House Democrats have failed at all of these things. Matter 
of fact, I'd say the only thing under the Christmas tree for most 
Americans would be a lump of coal, but I think they're against coal, 
too. The only thing under the Christmas tree for Americans would 
be impeachment and investigations. 

I've heard over and over Democrats say that this is all about the 
President's personal interest and that he abandoned the national 
interest, and it begs an analysis of how the Nation is doing. 

In November, 266,000 jobs created, 80,000 over the average. Half 
a million more manufacturing jobs in the Trump Presidency; 
700,000 construction jobs. 

We are doing better than ever before. The American people are 
thriving. Why won't you help us move along the critical issues that 
are far more important than your partisan impeachment? 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman's time has expired. 
Mr. Cicilline. 
Mr. CICILLINE. Let me begin by dispelling the claim that Mr. 

Gaetz just made. This has been one of the most productive Con­
gresses in modern history. We've passed nearly 400 pieces of legis­
lation that respond to the urgent priorities of the American people, 
driving down healthcare costs, raising wages for the American 
worker, responding to gun violence, providing equal pay for equal 
work, responding to the climate crisis. Two hundred and seventy­
five of those bills are fully bipartisan, and 80 percent of those bills 
are sitting on the Senate majority leader's desk awaiting action. 

So we will continue to deliver on the important priorities of the 
American people. But we were also elected to hold this President 
accountable, and we took an oath of office that said to protect and 
defend the Constitution, and that's what we're engaged in today. 

So I want to return, Mr. Goldman, to the military aid. Did the 
investigating committees receive evidence about why the United 
States military aid to Ukrainian was necessary? What was it ad­
vancing? Because a lot of American who are watching don't know 
a lot about Ukraine, don't know about the geopolitical significance. 
Why does it matter? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The witnesses were quite clear about this, and 
they say it mattered for multiple reasons. 

The first is that Russia invaded Ukraine to take over part of 
their country and that this was the first military incursion in Eu­
rope since World War II. And this is Russia, who's an adversary, 
actually trying to encroach on another democracy. 

So just from a broad democratic viewpoint, it was essential not 
only to Ukraine's national security but to America's national secu­
rity to make sure that democracy remains worldwide. 

Mr. CICILLINE. And when that-prior to the call on July 25, Con­
gress had approved the aid, correct? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Congress had approved the aid, and then the 
President had held the aid. 

Mr. CICILLINE. And the Defense Department had even publicly 
announced its intention to deliver the aid, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. CICILLINE. The Trump administration had already certified 

that Ukraine had taken substantial steps to combat corruption, cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Mr. CICILLINE. And that normally leads to the release of the aid, 

the certification. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. They announced the release of the aid, yes. 
Mr. CICILLINE. And the investigative committee questioned wit­

nesses from the Defense Department, the State Department, 0MB, 
the White House, and the National Security Council about the 
President's decision to withhold aid, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Mr. CICILLINE. And I'd like to play a clip of some of that evi­

dence. 
[Video shown.] 
Mr. CICILLINE. Am I correct that the witnesses that appeared be­

fore your committee confirmed that there was no credible expla­
nation for withholding the military aid and that it was, in fact, 
against our national security interest to do so? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Everyone agreed it was against our national secu­
rity interest to do so. The only explanation that any witness pro­
vided was Mr. Sandy, who said that he had heard from Rob Blair, 
I believe, the assistant to Mick Mulvaney, that the reason was be­
cause of other countries' donations or contributions to Ukraine. But 
that was only in September, and of course there were no further 
commitments from any other countries. 

Mr. CICILLINE. And as we heard from Bill Taylor, who is a grad­
uate of West Point and a decorated combat veteran who served in 
Vietnam, Ukraine then and now is in an active war with the Rus­
sians. Russia stole part of their country in Crimea and has killed 
more than 10,000 Ukrainians, and weakening Ukraine would only 
benefit Russia. Here is what Ambassador Taylor said. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. CICILLINE. Against the consensus of his own agencies and 

national security experts, the President used congressionally appro­
priated funds to advance his own political interests at the expense 
of our national security. 

This action is a threat to the integrity of our elections and the 
sanctity of our democracy. President Trump must not get away 
with this. No one in this country, no one, including the President 
of the United States, is above the law. 

And with that, I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
This has been a truly extraordinary and historically unprece­

dented hearing. It has, frankly, been an outrageous violation of due 
process, a series of violations of due process, in fact. 
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Let me review the past seven and a half hours. In the beginning 
of our proceedings today, I asked Chairman Nadler if Mr. Berke 
was appearing here as a staff member or as a witness, but the 
chairman gave strangely conflicting answers to that important 
question. 

When I objected under House Rule XVII that Mr. Berke was re­
peatedly and brazenly steamrolling over House decorum rules and 
using language that impugned the motives of the President of the 
United States and suggested he is disloyal to his country, Chair­
man Nadler insisted that those words could not be taken down and 
stricken from the record, saying, quote, "The rules don't apply here 
because Mr. Berke is merely appearing as a staffer." 

But later, Chairman Nadler stated the opposite and declared 
that Mr. Berke was appearing to present the Democrat members' 
report as their representative, which would, of course, mean that 
the member rule should apply. 

Then Mr. Berke was allowed to switch places and turn from wit­
ness to questioner. That's extraordinarily bizarre, of course, but it's 
entirely consistent with this whole impeachment circus. 

As everybody knows, Intel Chairman Adam Schiff was allowed in 
the opening act of this circus to serve as the judge, jury, prosecutor, 
witness coach, and case strategy chief all in one. So much for due 
process. 

Under the Democrats' haphazardly drawn special parameters for 
these special hearings, House Resolution 660, Mr. Berke was then 
allowed to join the elected Members of CongTess on this dais and 
ask 45 minutes of questions of his fellow witness, Mr. Castor. 

When he was argumentative, assumed critical facts not in evi­
dence, engaged in speculation, and committed countless other viola­
tions of regular House rules and the Federal Rules of Civil Proce­
dure, I objected, but was then ruled out of order by Chairman Nad­
ler, who informed all of us that while House Resolution 660 specifi­
cally provides for objections, it lists none of them, and the Demo­
crats have ignored every request of ours to obtain a list of what 
rules and objections would be in force and applicable today. Again, 
so much for due process and fairness. 

A month ago-listen-a month ago the Republican mechanics of 
this committee formally requested all documents related to the im­
peachment investigation, but Chairmen Nadler and Schiff withheld 
everything until you know when? Saturday afternoon. That's right. 
Less than 48 hours before this hearing, they dumped approxi­
mately 8,000 pages of documentation on us while we were back 
home in our districts. They intentionally made it literally impos­
sible for us to review all material in any meaningful way mere 
hours before this fateful hearing. 

What's worse is that the documents they decided to dump on us 
are not all of the underlying records we need to review, but rather 
only a partial, redacted, and biased subset of information that they 
think will advance their false narrative. And as has been men­
tioned here, we're being allowed no minority day hearing, which is 
required by regular House rules. 

Now, I'd love to cross-examine Mr. Berke himself, but Chairman 
Nadler's special and still mysterious rules for this hearing won't 
allow it. I notice he's disappeared from the hearing room. 
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I would love to ask him under oath about his own biases because, 
you know, he hammered here over and over today the importance 
of fairness and objectivity and accuracy, and he insisted that every­
thing here has to be unbiased. But if he was under oath here, he 
would be forced to admit that FEC records show that he has per­
sonally donated approximately $99,000 to Democrat candidates 
over the years, including sizable donations to Hillary Clinton for 
President, and also donated to past Trump opponents, including 
Elizabeth Warren, Cory Booker, and Kirsten Gillibrand. 

He appeared here as a fact witness and a finder of fact, but in 
our system, a finder of fact is supposed to be fair and impartial. 
He's supposed to be an umpire. 

The problem with all this, and the problem that everybody at 
home can see with their own eyes is that the umpires in this high 
stakes game are parading around the field in the majority team's 
jerseys. The report of evidence released by Republican committee 
staff on December 2 carefully documents that in the hearings that 
led us to this point today, Chairman Schiff directed witnesses 
called by the Democrats not to answer Republican questions. He re­
jected witnesses identified by Republicans who would have injected 
some semblance of fairness and objectivity. And he denied Repub­
lican subpoenas for testimony and documents, violating the Demo­
crats' own rules to vote down those subpoenas with no notice to Re­
publicans. 

Chairman Schiff also publicly fabricated evidence about Presi­
dent Trump's July 25 phone call, and he misled the American pub­
lic about his interactions with the anonymous whistleblower to se­
lectively seek information to paint misleading public narratives. 

The anonymous whistleblower reportedly acknowledged having a 
professional relationship with Vice President Eiden, and obviously 
his motives, biases, and credibility are essential to this case, but 
we can't question him. 

This is not due process, this is not the rule of law, and this is 
not how to impeach an American President, and this is not how 
we're supposed to run a country. It can't be. 

Seventeen out of 24 of our colleagues over there already voted to 
proceed with impeachment before we started all this. They've al­
ready made up their minds. They were prejudiced before they 
walked in. But the American people are not. Fairness still matters, 
truth matters, and the people can see clearly that this is a sham. 

I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Swalwell. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Mr. Goldman, would you welcome the problem of 

having 8,000 documents given to you from the White House? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. It would be a wonderful problem to have. 
Mr. SWALWELL. How many have they given you? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Zero. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Mr. Castor, you said earlier that they got the 

aid, they got the aid, no harm, no foul, they got the aid. But you 
would agree that, although Mr. Sandy said that the Presidential 
concern was European contributions, nothing changed from when 
that concern was expressed to when they actually got the aid, 
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right? You agree on that'? Europe didn't kick in a bunch of new 
money. 

Mr. CASTOR. No, but they did a study. I mean, they--
Mr. SWALWELL. Oh, a study. Okay. But they didn't kick in new 

money. Do you agree on that'? 
Mr. CASTOR. Ambassador Taylor discussed that they--
Mr. SWALWELL. Okay. You talked a lot about the anticorruption 

President that we have in Donald Trump, the person who had a 
fraud settlement relating to Trump University, the person who just 
recently with his own charity had a settlement related to fraud. 
Let's talk about that anticorruption President of ours. 

Take a wild guess, Mr. Castor. How many times has President 
Trump met with Vladimir Putin or talked to him? 

Mr. CASTOR. I don't know the number. 
Mr. SWALWELL. It's 16. 
Mr. CASTOR. Okay. 
Mr. SWALWELL. How many times has President Trump met at 

the White House with President Zelensky'? It's zero. And who is 
President Trump meeting with at the White House tomorrow, do 
you know'? 

Mr. CASTOR. I'm not-I'm not--
Mr. SWALWELL. It's Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov. 
Mr. CASTOR. Okay. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Now, Mr. Goldman, withholding aid from 

Ukraine obviously hurts Ukraine. It hurts the United States. Does 
it help any country? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The witnesses said that that would help Russia. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Did you also hear testimony that these acts by 

the President, while being wrong and an abuse of power, also 
harmed U.S. national security? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Did you hear anything about how it would harm 

our credibility? And I would turn you to a conversation Ambas­
sador Volker had on September 14 of this year with a senior 
Ukrainian official where Ambassador Volker is impressing upon 
that official that President Zelensky should not investigate his own 
political opponents. What was thrown back in the face of Ambas­
sador Volker? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. After Ambassador Volker suggested to Mr. 
Yermak again who is here that they should not investigate the 
prior President of Ukraine, Mr. Yermak sent back: Oh-said back 
to him: Oh, like you're encouraging us to investigate Bidens and 
Clintons. 

Mr. SWALWELL. During Watergate, the famous phrase from Sen­
ator Howard Baker was asked, what did the President know, and 
when did he know it? 

There's a reason that no one here has repeated those questions 
during these hearings. We know what the President did, and we 
know when he knew it. 

Mr. Goldman, who sent Rudy Giuliani to Ukraine to smear Joe 
Eiden? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Who fired the anticorruption ambassador in 

Ukraine, Marie Yovanovitch? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. Sw ALWELL. Who told Ambassador Sondland and Ambassador 

Volker to work with Rudy Giuliani on Ukraine? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Who told Vice President Pence to not go to Presi­

dent Zelensky's inauguration? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SwALWELL. Who ordered his own Chief of Staff, Mick 

Mulvaney, to withhold critical military assistance for Ukraine? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Who refused to meet with President Zelensky in 

the Oval Office? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. Sw ALWELL. Who ignored on July 25 his own National Secu-

rity Council's anticorruption talking points? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SwALWELL. Who asked President Zelensky for a favor? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Who personally asked President Zelensky to in­

vestigate his political rival, Joe Biden? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SWALWELL. Who stood on the White House lawn and con­

firmed that he wanted Ukraine to investigate Vice President 
Biden? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SwALWELL. Who stood on that same lawn and said that 

China should also investigate Vice President Biden? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump. 
Mr. SWALWELL. As to anything that we do not know in this in­

vestigation, who has blocked us from knowing it? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump and the White House. 
Mr. SWALWELL. So as it relates to President Trump, is he an inci­

dental player or a central player in this scheme? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. President Trump is the central player in this 

scheme. 
Mr. SWALWELL. There is a reason that no one has said, what did 

the President know, and when did he know it? From the evidence 
that you have presented, Mr. Goldman, and the Intelligence Com­
mittee's findings, we know one thing, and one thing is clear: As it 
related to this scheme, the President of the United States, Donald 
J. Trump, knew everything. 

And I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Biggs. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Castor, what's direct evidence? 
Mr. CASTOR. When a witness personally observes a fact and testi­

fies to it. 
Mr. BIGGS. And what's hearsay evidence? 
Mr. CASTOR. Well, an out-of-court statement offered for the truth 

of the matter asserted is something that you learn in law school. 
Mr. BIGGS. Right. And under the Federal rules of evidence adopt­

ed by most States, hearsay is inadmissible unless the testimony 
falls under a defined exception. Is that right? 
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Mr. CASTOR. That's right. There's about 23, plus the residual ex­
ception. 

Mr. BIGGS. And I believe you were present when every witness 
testified, including Mr. Sondland, right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Uh-huh. 
Mr. BIGGS. And much of-and that's a yes? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BIGGS. And much of the Democrats' report on the impeach­

ment narrative is based on the Sondland testimony. Is that a fair 
characterization? 

Mr. CASTOR. A lot of it is, yes. 
Mr. BIGGS. How many times is Mr. Sondland mentioned in the 

Intel Committee's report? 
Mr. CASTOR. Like I said, I did a search, just a control F, and the 

name Sondland shows up 611 times. 
Mr. BIGGS. Yeah. And just to refresh your mind, Sondland him­

self told the world that basically nobody else on the planet told him 
that Donald Trump was trying to tie aid to investigations. In fact, 
he also said everything that he had been testifying to is simply his 
presumption. Is that right? 

Mr. CASTOR. That is correct. 
Mr. BIGGS. And so when we consider what a presumption is, it's 

not direct, it's not circumstantial, it's not even hearsay. In fact, we 
typically, when we're trying a case, we consider it as speculation. 
Is that right? 

Mr. CASTOR. That's right. 
Mr. BIGGS. Do the courts allow speculation in? 
Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. BIGGS. Why not? 
Mr. CASTOR. Because it's not reliable. 
Mr. BIGGS. It's inherently unreliable. 
So can you name any Democrat witness who asserted that he or 

she had direct evidence of those 17 that we've been hearing-that 
we heard from. 

Mr. CASTOR. We had some direct evidence on certain things, and 
we had some direct evidence on the May 23 meeting. And Sondland 
gave some direct evidence. But a lot of what we obtained has been 
circumstantial. 

Mr. BIGGS. How about with regard to personal knowledge of the 
quid pro quo allegation? 

Mr. CASTOR. Well, we have not gotten to the bottom of that from 
a direct evidence standpoint. 

Mr. BIGGS. How about tying aid to investigations? 
Mr. CASTOR. That's correct, too. 
Mr. BIGGS. How about political motives in asking for investiga­

tions? 
Mr. CASTOR. The facts surrounding that are ambiguous. 
Mr. BIGGS. In the nonlegalistic world, when we talk going specu­

lation, we typically think-use words like gossip, rumor, innuendo. 
Is that right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yep. 
Mr. BIGGS. And isn't it true that the only direct evidence that we 

have is that Ukraine received the aid without giving anything in 
return, President Zelensky has repeatedly stated no pressure, no 



10909

627 

problem with the phone call and the relationship with Mr. Trump, 
and that the President had a legitimate concern about Ukraine cor­
ruption? 

Mr. CASTOR. He did, and the burden sharing of European allies. 
Mr. BIGGS. So much has been made about the alleged desire for 

an announcement of an investigation. But again, there is no direct 
evidence that supports the allegation that President Trump wanted 
merely the announcement of an investigation. 

Mr. CASTOR. Like I said, there's eight lines in the call transcript 
that go to what President Trump said about the investigations. 
Eight lines. 

Mr. BIGGS. And everything else is hearsay, innuendo, rumor, gos­
sip, right? 

Mr. CASTOR. It's inconclusive, certainly. 
Mr. BIGGS. Yeah. So when we get into this event today and the 

process, and we started talking about the process, were you sur­
prised to see Mr. Berke get out of his chair and move to the seat 
and sit down next to the chairman and start asking you questions? 

Mr. CASTOR. I don't know if I was surprised or not. 
Mr. BIGGS. Yeah. Well, I'll tell you, I was, and it looks like Mr. 

Berke has been disappeared. 
And so that's one of the outrageous things about this process, 

and it's been outrageous from start to finish. We've seen prejudice 
and bias against the President from start to finish. 

We have the lion's share, almost two-thirds of the Members of 
the Democrats have already voted to impeach at least once, and 
that's before anything with regard to this July 25 telephone con­
versation ever took place. 

And we're left with a constant view that as on November 9, 2016, 
Representative Green from Texas wanted to begin impeachment 
proceedings at that point. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. BIGGS. January 20, 2017, Washington Post headline: Let the 

impeachment begin. Is that correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. BIGGS. Ten days later, Mr. Zaid, who is the attorney for the 

whistleblower, tweeted out: Let the impeachment begin, let the 
coup begin, and victory to the lawyers. Is that right? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes, I've seen that. 
Mr. BIGGS. Yeah. We had people who on this committee came out 

today and said that they had meant-they went on TV and said: 
We wanted to start impeachment earlier, but the Speaker held us 
back. Did you see that? 

Mr. CASTOR. I haven't seen that, no. I haven't seen any news re­
ports today. 

Mr. BIGGS. Yeah. You wouldn't be surprised about that, though, 
would you? 

Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. BIGGS. No. Nobody should be surprised about that, because 

this is a sham hearing. Three years that they've been trying to re­
move this President, and this is the culmination of a predetermined 
outcome. That's where we are today. 
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And so, with that, we bring it back to the same points: No pres­
sure, no conditionality, and all of the aid, meetings, calls were re­
ceived by the Ukrainians. 

With that, I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Lieu. 
Mr. LIEU. Thank you, Chairman Nadler. 
Let's just cut through all the Republican arguments today and 

make things very simple. No one else in America could do what 
Donald Trump did and get away with it. No American elected offi­
cial can call up a foreign government official and ask for an inves­
tigation of a political opponent. No one sitting on this Judiciary 
Committee can call up a foreign government official and ask for 
help in a reelection campaign. If we did that and got caught, we 
would likely be indicted. 

Now, let's focus on the President's abuse of power in this case, 
because it's actually worse than the examples I just gave. And I 
know that I first swore an oath to the Constitution when I joined 
the United States Air Force on Active Duty, and the three core val­
ues I learned were integrity first, service before self, excellence in 
all we do. 

I'd like to focus on the first two, integrity first and service before 
self, because it's ingrained in all military members that we cannot 
mix official duties with personal private gain. 

So, Mr. Goldman, in this case the $391 million at issue, that 
wasn't Donald Trump's money. That was U.S. taxpayer funds. Is 
that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. LIEU. And certainly the President should not use our tax­

payer money for his own personal benefit and especially not to le­
verage it for his own reelection campaign. Isn't that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's correct. 
Mr. LIEU. The President's abuse of power is even worse in this 

case than just using official duties for private gain. It's also just 
flat-out illegal. You cannot solicit foreign assistance for a reelection 
campaign. That is a violation of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act. Multiple people have gone to prison for violating various sec­
tions of that act. 

A reasonable person could also conclude that the President vio­
lated the Impoundment Control Act of 1974, which Congress 
passed as a response to President Nixon's abuse of power. So I'd 
like to explore that a little further with you, Mr. Goldman. 

In this case, Congress, with bipartisan support, had appropriated 
taxpayer funds for the specific purpose of aiding Ukraine in its war 
against Russia. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. LIEU. And not only had that money been appropriated, the 

money had actually been released through the Department of De­
fense. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. They were about to release it, yes. 
Mr. LIEU. And then suddenly, without explanation, the President 

demanded that those taxpayer funds be withheld from an ally who 
desperately needed the aid. 
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Mr. Goldman, did the President notify Congress about his deci­
sion to withhold the aid? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No, he did not. 
Mr. LIEU. So the Impoundment Control Act was designed to pre­

vent the President from secretly taking congressionally appro­
priated funds and doing whatever he wants with them. 

So is it true that in your Intelligence report, you found the fol­
lowing in your findings of fact? President Trump ordered the sus­
pension of $391 million in vital military assistance urgently needed 
by Ukraine, and the President did so despite his obligations under 
the Impoundment Control Act. Did you find that? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. LIEU. All right. So not only did the President abuse his pow­

ers for personal gain and not only was it illegal, his actions also 
harmed U.S. national security. So it's a fundamental tenet of U.S. 
national security to push back against Russian aggression. 
Ukraine's at the tip of the spear in pushing back against Russian 
aggression. 

Is it true, Mr. Goldman, that harming the Ukrainian military 
also harms U.S. national security? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's what pretty much every witness said. 
Mr. LIEU. Last week, Professor Karlan confirmed that it is an 

impeachable offense to sacrifice the national interest for his own 
private ends. A slide shows what she said. 

Mr. Goldman, based on the evidence that you found in your re­
port, is it fair to conclude that the President's actions both lever­
aged taxpayer funds for his own private gain and sacrificed the na­
tional interest for his own private ends? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is what we found. 
Mr. LIEU. I was also perfectly struck by Mr. Holmes' testimony, 

because it makes it clear that the President did not care about our 
foreign policy or U.S. national security. He only cared about inves­
tigating his political opponent. Here's what Mr. Holmes said. 

[Video shown.] 
Mr. LIEU. Look, here's the thing. If any military member used of­

ficial acts for personal gain, that member would no longer be part 
of the military. And, in fact, last year a Navy commander was con­
victed for taking things of value in exchange for official acts. The 
U.S. attorney who prosecuted the case said the commander, quote, 
"put his own selfish interests ahead of the Navy and of our Na­
tion," unquote. 

We should not hold the Commander in Chief to a lower standard 
than regular military members. We should not hold the President 
to a different standard than any other elected official. No one is 
above the law. 

I yield back. 
Chairman Nadler. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. McClintock. 
Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
You know, in every election one side wins and the other loses. 

Democracy only works because the losing side always respects the 
will of the voters. The moment that social compact breaks down, 
democracy collapses into chaos. 
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Now, that's only happened twice in our Nation's history. It hap­
pened in 1860, when the Democrats refused to accept the legiti­
mate election of Abraham Lincoln; and it happened again in 2016, 
when the Democrats refused to accept the legitimate election of 
Donald Trump. 

The issues before us today do, indeed, strike at the heart of our 
democracy. The first calls for impeachment began just days after 
the 2016 election, and ever since, the Democrats have been search­
ing for a pretext. When the Mueller investigation found no evidence 
to support the monstrous lie that the President acted in collusion 
with Russia, the Democrats realized they were running out of time 
and suddenly the Ukrainian phone call replaced collusion, Stormy 
Daniels, tax returns, emoluments, and even tweets as the reason 
to nullify the election just a year before the next one is to be held. 

Impeachment is one of the most serious powers with which Con­
gress is entrusted. It requires an overwhelming case of high crimes 
supported by clear evidence that a vast majority of the Nation 
deems compelling. 

Our Constitution vests the executive authority, including the en­
forcement of our laws, with the President, and it gives him sole au­
thority to conduct our foreign affairs. Clearly, this includes request­
ing a foreign government to cooperate in resolving potentially cor­
rupt and illegal interactions between that government's officials 
and ours. 

Now, the sum total of the Democrats' case comes down to this. 
Not one of their hand-picked witnesses provided any firsthand 
knowledge of the President ordering a quid pro quo, and two wit­
nesses, Sondland by testimony and Senator Johnson by letter, pro­
vided firsthand testimony that the President specifically ordered no 
quid pro quo. 

No testimony was provided that the Ukrainian Government be­
lieved that there was any quid pro quo, but there are ample public 
statements that its officials did not believe there was such a link­
age. 

In fact, the testimony of their witnesses crumbled under ques­
tioning, and we were left with career bureaucrats who admitted 
that the only evidence they offered was presumption, speculation, 
and what they'd read in The New York Times. 

It's upon this flimsy evidence that the Democrats justify nul­
lifying the 2016 Presidential election. And it's so flimsy the Demo­
crats have had to turn our Bill of Rights on its head in order to 
make it. 

They've argued that hearsay evidence, better known as gossip, is 
better than direct testimony. They've argued that the burden of 
proof rests with the accused to prove his innocence while at the 
same time denying the defense witnesses permission to testify. 
They've argued that the right to confront your accuser is an inva­
sion of the accuser's privacy. They've argued that appealing to the 
courts to defend your constitutional rights, as the President has 
done, is ipso facto obstruction of justice and evidence of guilt. 

They've asserted the power to determine what witnesses the de­
fense is allowed to call. And they've argued that a crime is not nec­
essary to impeach, only impure motives in performing otherwise 
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lawful acts, motives, of course, to be divined entirely by the accus­
ers. 

These are the legal doctrines of despots, but they're the only ones 
that can accommodate the case before us today. This is a stunning 
abuse of power and a shameless travesty of justice that will stain 
the reputations of those responsible for generations to come. And 
God help our country if they should ever be given the power to re­
place our Bill of Rights with the doctrines that they have imposed 
in this process. 

The Democrats are fond of saying no one is above the law, but 
they have one unspoken caveat: except for themselves. 

Now, the Speaker has already short-circuited what should be a 
solemn, painstaking, thorough, and, above all, fair process by or­
dering her foot soldiers on this committee to draw up Articles of 
Impeachment without this committee hearing from a single fact 
witness. Despite the fact that Mr. Schiff doesn't dare to appear be­
fore this committee to defend his work, we're supposed to accept 
his report at face value and obediently follow the Speaker's orders. 
As the Red Queen declared: Sentence first, verdict afterwards. 

We can only pray the Senate still adheres to the judicial prin­
ciples of our Founders, and if they do, perhaps then we can begin 
repairing the damage that this travesty has done to our democracy, 
our institutions, our principles of justice, our Constitution, and our 
country. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Raskin. 
Mr. RASKIN. Thank you. 
Why is impeachment in the Constitution? Well, the Framers 

feared a President might corrupt our elections by dragging foreign 
powers into our politics in order to promote the personal political 
ambitions of the President above the rule of law and above the na­
tional security. The Framers set against a potential tyrant's bound­
less thirst for power the people's Representatives here in Congress 
and the people's own democratic ambitions, our self-respect, our 
love of freedom and the rule of law, our fierce constitutional patri­
otism. 

Now, it looked like President Trump might get away with his 
Ukraine shakedown. After all, most Americans didn't know any­
thing about it and the few who learned of it would be too afraid, 
too intimidated to cross the most powerful man on Earth. President 
Trump could rest easy. 

But if Donald Trump misjudged the American character, the 
Framers of our Constitution did not. I count 17 honorable public 
servants who came forward to testify over the intimidation and dis­
paragement of the President. 

Is that right, Mr. Goldman? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, there were 17. 
Mr. RASKIN. And I count a dozen career State Department and 

national security officials who served Republican and Democratic 
Presidents alike over decades who came to testify. In fact, four of 
President Trump's own National Security Council staffers, Hill, 
Vindman, Morrison and Maguire, came forward to report Trump's 
scheme to NSC lawyers as soon as they learned of it. Didn't they, 
Mr. Goldman? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Morrison and Vindman went to the lawyers as 
soon as they learned of it, yes. 

Mr. RASKin. They went to the lawyers. And that moved me a lot, 
because my father was a staffer on the National Security Council 
under President Kennedy, and he said the most important thing 
you can bring to work with you every day is your conscience. And 
he devoted his career to the idea that people must speak truth to 
power when power becomes a clear and present danger to democ­
racy and to the people. 

So I want to talk about two of the many honorable government 
witnesses who went under oath and stood up for the truth. 

Mr. Goldman, who is Dr. Fiona Hill? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Dr. Fiona Hm was the senior director for the Eu­

rope and Russia Directorate at the National Security Council until 
July of this year. 

Mr. RASKIN. And she was President Trump's senior adviser on 
Russia? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Mr. RASKIN. Her family had fled both Nazi Germany and Soviet 

Russia? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I think her family actually came from England. 

It was Marie Yovanovitch who had--
Mr. RASKIN. Oh, that was Ambassador Yovanovitch. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. RASKIN. Dr. Hill voiced her concerns to the NSC's lawyers 

on July 10 and July 11, long before anyone on this committee knew 
about it. Why was she-why did she go to report what she had 
learned, what motivated her? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. She was concerned that Ambassador Sondland 
and Mick Mulvaney were entering into essentially a transaction 
whereby the Ukrainians would open up these investigations for 
President Trump's political interests in return for getting the 
White House meeting that President Trump had offered. 

Mr. RASKIN. And I want to talk about Deputy Assistant Sec­
retary George Kent, who served as a career Foreign Service officer 
for more than 27 years under five different Presidents, Democrats 
and Republicans alike. And he wrote or updated notes to file on 
four different occasions to record his grave contemporaneous con­
cerns about the President's conduct. 

Mr. Goldman, what were the events that led Mr. Kent to draft 
these notes to his file? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. There were several. There was a conversation at 
the end of June where several American officials had indicated to 
President Zelensky that he needed to go forward with these inves­
tigations. There was one on August 16, I recall, that he talked 
about. 

But you bring up a very important point, which is all of these 
State Department witnesses in particular, and, frankly, almost all 
of the witnesses other than Ambassador Sondland, took unbeliev­
able meticulous notes. I would have dreamed for a witness like that 
as a prosecutor. And it makes for a very clear and compelling 
record and clear and compelling evidence that's based on contem­
poraneous notes. 

Mr. RASKIN. So do we have Mr. Kent's notes in this process? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. We have no State Department records, including 
these memos to file, the notes, Ambassador Taylor's first-person 
cable and his emails. There are so many documents that the few 
that we have gotten have been so helpful to the investigation. 

Mr. RASKIN. Why do we not have them? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. The State Department refused to provide them, 

notwithstanding our subpoena, under the President's direction. 
Mr. RASKIN. You know, in authoritarian societies like Putin's 

Russia or the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, people are terrified to 
speak out about the crimes of their political leaders. But in the 
United States a lot of people are not afraid, even though President 
Trump has tried to intimidate or silence them. And he is trying to 
make our country more like Russia. And we could be thankful that 
you found a lot of heroes who stood up for the truth and our Con­
stitution. 

I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mrs. Lesko. 
Mrs. LESKO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My first two questions are for the American people. 
America, are you sick and tired yet of this impeachment sham? 

And, America, would you like Congress to get back to work and ac­
tually get something done? Because I sure would. 

Mr. Castor, the rest of the questions are for you, and I would like 
yes-or-no answers, if possible. 

Mr. Castor, my first question is important. Did any of the Demo­
crats' fact witnesses establish that the President had committed 
bribery, extortion, or a high crime or misdemeanor? 

Mr. CASTOR. Good heavens, no. 
Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Castor, the Deputy Assistant to the President 

of the National Security, Mr. Morrison, listened in on the phone 
call. He testified that he was not concerned that anything dis­
cussed on the phone call was illegal or improper. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yeah, he was worried about leaks. 
Mrs. LESKO. Several Democrat witnesses testified that it is fairly 

common for foreign aid to be paused for various reasons, including 
concerns that the country is corrupt and taxpayer dollars may be 
misspent. 

Ambassador Volker testified that this hold on security assistance 
to Ukraine was not significant. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. A number of witnesses also said the same 
thing. 

Mrs. LESKO. Former U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine Marie 
Yovanovitch testified that in Ukraine, and I quote, "corruption is 
not just prevalent, but, frankly, is the system." Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. All the witnesses confirmed the environment is 
very corrupt. 

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Castor, Ukraine energy company Burisma Hold­
ings had a reputation in Ukraine as a corrupt company. Is that cor­
rect? 

Mr. CASTOR. Big time. 
Mrs. LESKO. According to The New York Times, Hunter Biden 

was part of a broad effort by Burisma to bring in well-connected 
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Democrats during a period when the company was facing investiga­
tions. Is that correct? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. The New Yorker also had a pretty extensive re­
port on that as well. 

Mrs. LESKO. Obama's Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George 
Kent testified that he raised concerns directly to Vice President 
Eiden's office about Hunter Eiden's services on Eurisma's board. Is 
that correct, yes or no? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Castor, in the July 25 call President Trump ref­

erenced Joe Eiden bragging about how he stopped the prosecution. 
We all saw that video earlier today where Joe Eiden bragged about 
how he told Ukraine: If the prosecutor is not fired, you're not get­
ting the money. 

Mr. Castor, is this the same prosecutor that looked into 
Eurisma? 

Mr. CASTOR. It is. 
Mrs. Lesko. In a similar scheme, Obama Assistant Attorney Gen­

eral said, and I quote, "Awarding prestigious employment opportu­
nities to unqualified individuals in order to influence government 
officials is corruption, plain and simple." 

Mr. Castor, here is another key question. Given that, one, 
Eurisma had a reputation of being a corrupt company; two, 
Obama's own State Department was concerned about Hunter Eiden 
serving on Eurisma's board at the same time that Vice President 
Eiden was acting as the point person to Ukraine; and, three, 
Obama's Assistant Attorney General said in a similar scheme that 
corruption-that there was corruption plain and simple, do you 
think then it is understandable, reasonable, and acceptable for 
President Trump to ask the Ukrainian President to look into the 
Hunter Eiden-Eurisma potential corruption scheme? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Castor, there are four undisputable facts that 

will never change that prove there is no impeachable offense. There 
was no quid pro quo on the July 25 call. Ukraine leadership did 
not know the aid was held up at the time of the July 25 telephone 
call. Ukraine received the White House meeting, phone call, and 
aid even though, four, Ukraine didn't initiate any investigations. 
Do you agree? 

Mr. CASTOR. Ukraine received a meeting with Vice President 
Pence in Warsaw and a meeting not at the White House but at 
the-in New York at the United Nations. 

Mrs. LESKO. Mr. Castor, did Mr. Turley testify in the past hear­
ing that this impeachment inquiry has not passed Chairman 
Nadler's three-prong test? 

Mr. CASTOR. He did. 
Mrs. LESKO. Thank you. 
And I yield back. 
Ms. SCANLON [presiding]. Thank you. 
The gentlewoman from Washington is recognized. 
Ms. JAYAPAL. Thank you. 
Mr. Goldman, let's focus on the Republican claim that President 

Trump withheld military aid to Ukraine because he was sup-



10917

635 

posedly concerned about corruption rather than the fact that he 
abused his office for personal gain. 

And let me be clear. We actually do not have to read the Presi­
dent's mind on this. As your report notes on page 10 and as we will 
see on television, he told us himself exactly what his intent was. 

[Video shown.] 
Ms. JAYAPAL. So the first and best witness about the President's 

corrupt intent was Donald Trump. 
There is also plenty of corroborating evidence, so let's just review 

some of the basic facts that we've already established. 
First, President Trump does not even mention the word "corrup­

tion" during either of his calls with President Zelensky, and he dis­
regards all of the talking points that were prepared for him on cor­
ruption by the National Security Council. 

Second, investigations of the Bidens and a debunked conspiracy 
theory about the 2016 election were not supported by official U.S. 
policy. 

And third, Congress authorized military aid to Ukraine, Ukraine 
passed all the checks that the United States established to ensure 
that it was taking appropriate actions to fight corruption, and 
there was unanimous consensus among the State Department, De­
partment of Defense, and National Security Council that the Presi­
dent should release the military aid that Ukraine critically needed 
to fight Russian aggression. 

So, Mr. Goldman, between the time that President Trump put a 
hold on military aid to Ukraine and then released the aid, the 
President never conducted an actual review or corruption assess­
ment on Ukraine, did he? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is correct. There was-no witness testified 
that there was any review or any investigation of any sort related 
to the Ukraine aid. 

Ms. JAYAPAL. And isn't it also true that the Defense Department 
actually determined not to conduct a review on Ukraine after the 
President froze the military aid because Ukraine had already met 
all of the corruption benchmarks in May of 2019? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And everyone involved in Ukraine policy be­
lieved that they were on the right path, and President Zelensky in 
particular. 

Ms. JAYAPAL. And in addition to Ukraine having satisfied all the 
relevant corruption assessments prior to U.S. military aid being 
withheld, there is significant witness testimony that both the State 
Department and the Ukrainian Embassy actually advised that a 
White House meeting with President Zelensky would help further 
an anticorruption agenda, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Both the anticorruption agenda and the aggres­
sion, fighting the aggression from Russia. 

Ms. JAYAPAL. And, in fact, President Trump's budget actually cut 
funding for fighting corruption in Ukraine. 

Now, Mr. Castor argues that President Trump withheld military 
aid to Ukraine because he was skeptical of foreign assistance in 
general. But in both 2017 and 2018, didn't President Trump release 
military aid for Ukraine without any complaints about corruption? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's correct. 
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Ms. JAYAPAL. So, Mr. Goldman, the President was perlectly fine 
giving military aid to Ukraine in 2017 and 2018, but somehow not 
in 2019. So what changed? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Joe Eiden started running for President. 
Ms. JAYAPAL. Vice President Eiden started running. So the se­

quence--
Mr. GOLDMAN. And I would add the Mueller report came out, 

which did not-even though it did not charge the President, it indi­
cated-it implicated the President and his campaign in welcoming 
the assistance from Russia and utilizing it. 

Ms. JAYAPAL. And the sequence of events and all the corrobo­
rating evidence makes it crystal clear that President Trump didn't 
care about corruption at all. In fact, as he told us himself on na­
tional television, he simply cared about his own politically moti­
vated investigations into his political rival. 

And you saw the clip where Ambassador Sondland picked up the 
phone, called President Trump, and then Mr. Holmes asked him 
what the President thought about Ukraine. And, quickly, what was 
Mr. Sondland's answer? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Mr. Sondland said the President does not give a 
bleep about Ukraine, he only cares about the big stuff, meaning the 
Eiden investigation that Mr. Giuliani was pushing. 

And by the way, just to add, that is a direct evidence conversa­
tion between President Trump and Ambassador Sondland on that 
day, and there are many that we have not talked about on the mi­
nority side. 

Ms. JAYAPAL. So what we know what President Trump was inter­
ested in, based on his words, his actions, and witness testimony. 
The President of the United States wanted Ukraine to announce an 
investigation into a political rival for his own personal political 
benefit to interlere in our election, and he was willing to use U.S. 
military aid, which is taxpayer dollars, and an essential White 
House meeting as his leverage. That is unacceptable and a grave 
abuse of power. 

I yield back. 
Ms. SCANLON. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is recognized 

for 5 minutes. 
Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
You know, in the Navy we had a saying, ELUF, which is bottom 

line up front. Let me give everybody the bottom line. We are here 
because Democrats are terrified that President Trump is going to 
win reelection. That's really what this all comes down to. 

Let me get into the specifics. We are here dealing with impeach­
ment because Democrats don't want to talk about the red hot 
Trump economy. They don't want to talk about the fact that we 
have the lowest unemployment rates in 50 years. 

We are dealing with impeachment because Democrats don't want 
to talk about how the President has worked to protect American 
companies from Chinese aggression, how he's renegotiated trade 
deals to benefit American workers, how he's eliminated burden­
some regulations that hurt the economy and that help job creators. 

Congressional Democrats don't want to be reminding the Amer­
ican people that the Democrat agenda includes such laughable 
ideas like banning airplanes, giving illegal immigrants taxpayer-
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funded healthcare, and taking private health insurance away from 
the American people. 

That's really why we're here. This whole process is just a distrac­
tion. It's an attempt to hide the far left radical agenda. 

So let's talk about the facts. Schiffs report claims the adminis­
tration froze military aid for Ukraine without explanation. Yet the 
facts are that President Trump gave more military aid to Ukraine 
than President Obama. President Obama gave Ukraine well wishes 
and blankets. President Trump gave the Ukrainians Javelin mis­
siles. That's the difference and those are the facts. 

Let's go over some more facts. House Democrats want to claim 
it's a conspiracy that Ukrainian officials attempted to interfere 
with the 2016 election, yet Ukrainian attempts to interfere with 
the 2016 election are well documented by Politico, by The Financial 
Times, and The Hill. There was an attempt to influence our elec­
tions, and that's troubling, and that's why President Trump 
brought it to the attention of President Zelensky. Again, those are 
the facts. 

But at the end of the day, those facts don't seem to matter to my 
Democrat colleagues. House Democrats don't care that President 
Zelensky has repeatedly said there was no pressure. It's not impor­
tant that the call transcript was the best evidence we have-it is 
the best evidence we have; it's the actual primary document. And 
that transcript shows there was no quid pro quo, no bribery. 

I've got to remember we're calling it bribery after an old Latin 
phrase didn't poll well or test well in a Democrat focus group. My 
Democratic colleagues seem to really care about focus groups and 
polling. Unfortunately, again, they don't care about the facts, be­
cause the fact is that Democrats were calling for impeachment be­
fore this investigation even began. 

Representative Tlaib said in January-I don't even think we 
were sworn in yet-she said in January: Impeach the mother. Rep­
resentative Green said in May, and I quote: "I'm concerned if we 
don't impeach this President, he will get reelected." 

These proceedings, this entire process, is nothing more than a po­
litical hit job. 

Well, unlike my Democrat colleagues, I actually do care about 
the facts, which is why I'm troubled that our committee did not 
hear from a single fact witness this entire time. 

We should be here hearing from Hunter Biden. We should be 
hearing from Schiffs staff. We know that Schiffs staff coordinated 
with the whistleblower. And, again, we need to hear from the whis­
tleblower. 

Last week, I offered a motion to subpoena the whistleblower to 
testify in executive session, meaning that he or she could testify be­
hind closed doors. My Democrat colleagues voted my motion down 
in a partisan fashion. 

Mr. Castor, can you walk us through the inaccuracies in the 
whistleblower's complaint? 

Mr. CASTOR. Well, the first thing about the complaint that trou­
bles us is that it's clearly from an outsider who received informa­
tion secondhand. The information presented in the complaint is 
clearly distorted, and it's from a person who is, it seems to be, 
making a case, like an advocate, about what happened on the call. 
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The whistleblower references a number of individuals inside the 
White House and at the State Department that he or she has spo­
ken to to form the basis of a complaint. We have not been able to 
piece together all those people, and talking to all those people is 
important. 

And there's a lot of-I'm running out of time here-but, there's, 
you know, there's a reference to Lutsenko in the whistleblower 
complaint where witnesses have told us it's likely Shokin. Vindman 
and Morrison's testimony about why they went to talk to the law­
yers, very different reasons. Mr. Brechbuhl--

Ms. SCANLON. The gentleman's time has expired. 
Mr. CASTOR. I don't believe he was on the call. 
Ms. SCANLON. I recognize the gentlewoman from Florida for 5 

minutes. 
Mrs. DEMINGS. Mr. Goldman, as a member of the Intelligence 

Committee, I saw significant firsthand evidence that President 
Trump conditioned our military aid on Ukraine announcing inves­
tigations into the 2016 election and the Bidens and betrayed our 
national security interests in the process. 

For example, Ambassador Sondland told us that once the 
Ukrainians found out about the aid being withheld, it was made, 
and I quote, "abundantly clear to them that if they wanted the 
aid," and I quote, "they were going to have to make these state­
ments." 

Mr. Goldman, beginning on and around the 25th of July call 
through September, would you agree that, consistent with the testi­
mony we just reviewed, Ukraine was made aware that to receive 
our military aid and the White House visit that they were going 
to have to make a statement announcing the investigations? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Not only were they made aware, but they were 
made aware either by President Trump's proxy, Rudy Giuliani, or 
from President Trump himself through Ambassador Sondland, who 
spoke to President Zelensky and Andriy Yermak on September 7 
and told them what President Trump had confirmed to him, that 
the aid was conditioned on the investigations. 

Mrs. DEMINGS. And by the end of August, President Zelensky 
did, in fact, commit to making that statement on CNN. Is that cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. Finally President Zelensky relented, 
after months of trying to not get involved in what he called the do­
mestic U.S. political process, and ultimately recognizing that he 
had no choice to break the stalemate, as Ambassador Sondland told 
them, that he ultimately agreed to go on television before the-be­
fore President Trump got caught and released the aid. 

Mrs. DEMINGS. I'd like to direct your attention to the screen in 
front of you which displays, again, a Washington Post article from 
September 5. The headline says: Trump tries to force Ukraine to 
meddle in the 2020 elections. And the article reports that President 
Trump is, and I quote, "attempting to force Zelensky to intervene 
in the 2020 U.S. Presidential election by launching an investigation 
of the leading Democratic candidate, Joe Eiden. Mr. Trump is not 
just soliciting Ukraine's help with his Presidential campaign; he is 
using United States military aid the country desperately needs in 
an attempt to extort it." 
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So am I correct, Mr. Goldman, that by September 25 allegations 
that President Trump was using military aid to pressure Ukraine 
to announce investigations was being widely reported? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I'm sorry, by what date? 
Mrs. DEMINGS. September 5. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. Well, widely reported. Certainly the aid 

being withheld was widely reported. 
Mrs. DEMINGS. And by September 9, our investigative commit­

tees formally announced a congressional investigation into the 
President of these issues-into the President about these issues. 

And, Mr. Goldman, what day did President Trump release the 
military aid? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Two days after the investigations were announced 
and 2 days after the IG, the Inspector General, told the Intelligence 
Committee that there was a complaint that was being withheld. 

Mrs. DEMINGS. So then am I correct that, as the timeline on the 
screen in front of you shows, it wasn't until after the whistleblower 
complaint, after the Washington Post report, and after Congress 
launched the investigation that President Trump finally released 
the aid? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. And I would just add one thing brief­
ly to the Congressman's point, that it is true that President Trump 
has given more military assistance than President Obama. And so 
one would wonder, if he does support military assistance so much, 
why then is he holding it up for more than 2 months? 

Mrs. DEMINGS. And matter of fact, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman 
testified that people at the NSC, in fact, discussed that Congress' 
investigation, quote, "might have the effect of releasing the hold on 
Ukraine's military aid, because it would be potentially politically 
challenging to justify the aid." Is that correct, Mr. Goldman? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That was the testimony, yes. 
Mrs. DEMINGS. In other words, the aid was released after the 

President got caught. 
And what makes me angry is that this President, President 

Trump, thinks he can get away with it. But he got caught and he 
tried to cover it up. But we won't let him do that. 

And we thank God, Mr. Goldman, for the true courageous public 
servants who came forward in spite of intimidation and obstruction 
from the White House. 

You see, everybody counts, but everybody is accountable, up to 
and including the President of the United States. 

Thank you. And I yield back. 
Ms. SCANLON. Thank you. 
The chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Correa. I'm 

sorry, California. 
Mr. CORREA. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Mr. Goldman, my colleagues keep talking about the fact that the 

President apparently said, and I quote, "no quid pro quo" on Sep­
tember 7 in a call with Ambassador Sondland. 

Mr. Goldman, did you receive testimony about the September 7 
call? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, we received testimony from three witnesses 
about it. And it gets a little complicated, but that was a consistent 
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refrain through all of the witnesses, is that the President did say 
no quid pro quo. 

Mr. CORREA. Let's try to clarify it a little bit. 
Ambassador Sondland described that call to Mr. Morrison that 

same day, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. 
Mr. CORREA. And Mr. Morrison then reported it to Ambassador 

Taylor, correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That's correct, yes. 
Mr. CORREA. And both Mr. Morrison and Ambassador Taylor 

took notes of those discussions. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. They did. 
Mr. CORREA. Were those notes produced to the committee? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. They were not produced to us, but the witnesses 

said that they relied on their notes to provide their testimony. 
Mr. CORREA. That set of notes was blocked consistent with the 

President's direction? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Correct. 
Mr. CORREA. And in his recitation to Mr. Morrison, Ambassador 

Sondland said that President Trump himself brought up the words 
"quid pro quo." 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. Ambassador Sondland also said that, 
too, yes. 

Mr. CORREA. And, Mr. Goldman, what did the committee make 
of this fact? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, it was quite odd that the President would 
volunteer in response to nothing about a quid pro quo that there 
was no quid pro quo. But--

Mr. CORREA. I-go ahead. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, I was just going to say, what's even more 

important is that what he said immediately after that, which is ef­
fectively conduct that amounts to a quid pro quo. He said, there's 
no quid pro quo, but you have to go to the microphone and make 
this announcement--

Mr. CORREA. Well, let's talk about that. What did the committee 
make of the fact that, according to Ambassador Taylor and Mr. 
Morrison, right after President Trump said no quid pro quo, Presi­
dent Trump then told Ambassador Sondland that Ukrainian Presi­
dent Zelensky would have to go to the microphone and announce 
the investigations of Eiden and the 2016 election interference and 
that President Zelensky should want to do that himself? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. We had a number of different ac­
counts of this, and I think this is--

Mr. CORREA. They're up on the boards here. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Right. I see that, yes. Ambassador Taylor said 

that. Ambassador-or Mr. Morrison said something similar. Their 
understandings of that conversation is that there was a clear direc­
tive that there was a quid pro quo factually from the conduct, from 
the actions. 

And we've talked a lot today about the words and that Zelensky 
said no pressure and Trump said no pressure and no quid pro quo. 
But as an investigator, as a prosecutor, you need to look at the ac­
tions to understand what those words mean. And that's why this 
call in particular is so important. 
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Mr. CORREA. So let's go further. As we've discussed, multiple in­
dividuals reacted with concern to President Trump's call with Am­
bassador Sondland. Do you recall Mr. Morrison's reaction? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Mr. Morrison said that he was shocked, I think, 
and that he--

Mr. CORREA. Sinking feeling? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Sinking feeling, correct, and that he went in and 

talked to the lawyers at the direction of Ambassador Bolton. 
Mr. CORREA. Correct. And, Mr. Goldman, Ambassador Taylor 

also testified that he concluded that the military aid was condi­
tioned on Zelensky announcing the investigations, and he testified 
that this was illogical, crazy, and wrong. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That was what Ambassador Taylor testified to, 
yes. 

Mr. CORREA. Now, my colleagues have also pointed out that on 
September 9 a text message from Sondland reflecting the President 
has been crystal clear that there is no quid pro quo. 

Mr. GOLDMAN, am I correct that Ambassador Sondland has now 
testified that prior to sending his text, he himself came to believe 
that the aid was conditioned on the announcement of investiga­
tions? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. Ambassador Sondland's subsequent public 
testimony revealed at least two things that were precisely false, 
that were not true in that text message, including that there was 
no quid pro quo of any kind when he testified. And we saw the 
video earlier that there absolutely assuredly was as it related to 
the White House meeting. 

Mr. CORREA. And this September 7 call and the September 9 text 
occurred after the press reports, that is, after the press reports that 
President Trump was conditioning military aid on investigations of 
his political rival. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And also, this text occurred after Ambas­
sador Sondland relayed President Trump's message to President 
Zelensky. 

Mr. CORREA. Mr. Goldman, did the investigative committees re­
ceive any other evidence relevant to the credibility of the Presi­
dent's assertion that there was no quid pro quo? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. We received a lot of evidence, and all of the evi-
dence points to the fact that there was a quid pro quo. 

Mr. CORREA. Thank you. 
I yield. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent request­

or Madam Chairwoman. 
Ms. SCANLON. Can you please hold it until after I do my ques­

tions? Thank you. 
Mr. BIGGS. Just-it's just-it'll be very brief. It's just a unani­

mous consent. 
Ms. SCANLON. I recognize myself for 5 minutes. 
Mr. GOLDMAN, you talked about actions speaking louder than 

words. So I want to focus on why it was an abuse of power for 
President Trump to use the American Government to pressure the 
Ukraine President to benefit his reelection campaign. 

Let's look at what the President said in his July 25 call to the 
President of Ukraine. Lieutenant Colonel Vindman listened to the 
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President's call and testified that when President Trump asked 
Ukraine for a favor it wasn't a friendly request, it was really a de­
mand. 

I'm going to direct your attention to the slide about Lieutenant 
Colonel Vindman's testimony. Why did he say the President's favor 
was a demand? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. He said because the power disparity between the 
United States, as the greatest power in the world, and Ukraine, 
which is so dependent on the United States, not just for the mili­
tary assistance but for all of its support, made such a request effec­
tively a demand, because President Zelensky could not, in reality, 
say no. 

Ms. SCANLON. Am I correct that this vast power disparity exists 
in part because Ukraine has been at war with Russia since Russia 
invaded 5 years ago and over 13,000 of the Ukraine people have 
died. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And not only does the U.S. provide 10 per­
cent of their military budget, but the United States is a critical ally 
in rallying other countries to support Ukraine. Europe actually 
gives four or five-the European Union gives I think four times as 
much money as the United States overall to Ukraine. 

Ms. SCANLON. So President Trump knew that the Ukrainian 
President's back was against the wall and President Zelensky need­
ed U.S. validation and support. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Ms. SCANLON. Now, according to the U.S. Ambassador to the 

Ukraine-and we have Ambassador Taylor's testimony up there­
it wasn't until after Ambassador Sondland told the Ukrainians that 
there would be a, quote, "stalemate," end quote, on the aid that 
Zelensky agreed to announce the investigations that President 
Trump was demanding, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right, yes. 
Ms. SCANLON. And furthermore, the committee heard testimony 

that the Ukrainians felt they had, quote, "no choice" but to comply 
with President Trump's demands, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right, yes, even after the aid was released. 
Ms. SCANLON. In fact, when asked in front of President Trump 

in September whether he felt pressured, President Zelensky said, 
quote: "I'm sorry, but I don't want to be involved to democratic, 
open elections-elections of the USA," end quote. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That sounds right if you're reading the quote, yes. 
Ms. SCANLON. Okay. Now, the President and some of his defend­

ers here have tried to excuse his misconduct by pointing to state­
ments from the Ukraine President that he was not under pressure 
to give into President Trump's demand. Did your investigative com­
mittees consider those statements by President Zelensky? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. We did, and we found that the statements of what 
is effectively an extortion victim are not particularly relevant to the 
actual truth of the matter, because President Zelensky cannot, in 
reality, for the same reasons that he interpreted the request to be 
a demand, he can't go out and say that he did feel pressure, be­
cause that would potentially upset President Trump, and they're so 
dependent on the relationship with President Trump and the 
United States. 
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Ms. SCANLON. One could almost say it's similar to a hostage tes­
tifying under duress? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. It is certainly a-duress would be a good word. 
Ms. SCANLON. So when the President made these statements and 

up to and including today, his country was still under attack by 
Russia, still hadn't gotten a meeting at the White House, and still 
needed aid from the United States, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. And David Holmes testified very, I 
think, persuasively about the importance of the White House meet­
ing and of the relationship to Ukraine even after the aid was lifted, 
including pointing to today, when President Putin and President 
Zelensky met to discuss the war in the east. 

Ms. SCANLON. So the evidence is clear that President Trump 
knew he had the power to force Ukraine's hand and took advantage 
of that desperation and abused the powers of his office by using our 
taxpayer dollars, basically, to get what he wanted, right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And what's really important here, and I 
think it has to be clarified, is that the President-the evidence 
showed that the President directly said to Ambassador Sondland 
that there was a quid pro quo with the security assistance. 

And there's been some debate and some discussion about that. 
But that is one thing that the evidence shows, based on the Morri­
son testimony, the Taylor testimony, the Sondland testimony and 
the texts. So that's very important to understand, that whatever 
we want to say about hearsay or whatever, that is direct evidence. 

Ms. SCANLON. And that is precisely the kind of betrayal that our 
Founders sought to prevent. 

I yield back to myself, and I'll recognize the gentleman from Vir­
ginia, Mr. Cline. 

Mr. BIGGS. Madam Chair, you indicated to me that you would 
allow me to make my uniform consent after you had asked your 
questions. So I'd ask for unanimous consent-or, excuse me, unani­
mous consent to introduce two letters--

Chairman NADLER [presiding]. The gentleman will suspend. The 
gentleman-who is seeking unanimous consent? For what are you 
seeking unanimous consent? 

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have two letters addressed to you, 
one December 4, 2019, and one December 5, 2019. 

Chairman NADLER. Without objection. 
[The information follows:] 
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MR. BIGGS FOR THE OFFICIAL RECORD 
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DEBBIE LESKD 
8TH DISTRlCl, Af\lZONA 

COMM!TTEE ON 
HOMHAND SECURITY 

MA~l1/ME S!i:C\IRITY 

COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY 

\!Congress of tbe ltntteb $tates 
~oull'e of ~cprn,cntatilJrll' 

Dasibington, 19<1.C 20515-0308 
COMM!TTEt! ON RULES 

December 4, 2019 

The Honorable Jerrold Nadler 
Chairman 
2138 Rayhum House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Chairman Nadler, 

1113 Lo,..0\1110111 r,t Ho~,•• 01r11;;i ein~o1i.o 
WAIHl..iOTOM, O,C, 2061!') 

!20ll2lfi-4S78 
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I call on you to cancel any and all upcoming Judiciary Committee hearings regarding 
impeachment. The process to date has failed to not only meet the basic standards of respecting 
minority rights for committee procedures and providing due process to the President, but has also 
violated your own standards for any impeachment proceeding. 

During an interview on MSNBC's "Morning Joe" on November 26, 2018 you outlined a three­
pronged test that you said would allow for a legitimate impeachment proceeding. 

You said .... 

"There are really three questions, I think. 

Number one, has the President committed impeachable offenses? 

Number two, do those offenses rise to the gravity that's worth putting the country through the 
trauma of an impeachment proceeding? 

And numherthree, because you don't want to tear the country apart ... you don't want half of the 
country to say to the other half for the next 30 years, we won the election, you stole it from us. 
You have to be able to think at the beginning of the impeachment process that the evidence is so 
clear, of offenses so grave, that once you've laid out all the evidence a good fraction of the 
opposition, voters, will reluctantly admit to themselves they had to do it. Otherwise you have a 
partisan impeachment which will tear the country apart. If you meet those three tests, I think you 
do the impeachment." 

Well, Chairman Nadler, your own three-pronged test for impeachment has failed on all three 
counts. 

First, the evidence and testimony have not revealed any impeachable offenses. 

Second, there is nothing that rises to the gravity that's worth putting the country through the 
trauma of impeachment. 

PRJNTED ON RECYCLED PAf'ER: 
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And third, you and House Democrat leadership ARE tearing the country apart. You said the 
evidence needs to be clear. It is not. You said offenses need to be grave. They are not. You said 
that once the evidence is laid out that the opposition will admit "they had to do it". That has not 
happened, in fact polling and the lack of one single Republican vote on the impeachment inquiry 
resolution, reveal the opposite is true. 

In fact, what you and your Democratic colleagues have done is opposite of what you said had to 
be done. This is a partisan impeachment and it is tearing the country apart. 

As such, Mr. Chairman, I ask you to keep your word and stand up to pressures from your own 
leadership who want to deliver an impeachment vote by Christmas and cancel Judiciary 
proceedings until each of your three prongs have been achieved. These proceedings have failed 
to meet your own standards that you have publicly outlined. Follow your own advice and cancel 
these hearings. Get back to the work of the American people and focus on issues they want us to 
achieve like lowering health care costs, passing a new trade deal with Mexico and Canada and 
securing our borders. These political hearings do little to achieve progress for the country and by 
your own words will tear the country apart. 

Debbie Lesko 
Member of Congress 
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'il.~. l}om1e of l\epregentatibts 
<!ommittee on tbt }ubiriarp 

mallfJington. l)C 20515--(;216 

The Honorable Jerrold Nadler 
Chairman 
House Judiciary Committee 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 l 5 

Dear Chainnan Nadler, 

<Du, l\)11nbrt~ Jii>wnnlb C~ngr111!1' 

December 5. 20!9 

During yesterday's impeachment hearing, Representative Jim Sensenl:mirmcr 
demand for a minority day of hearings, signed by al! Republican Members 
repeated requests by Republican Members during the hearing to ackrmw!edge 
a hearing or to provide any details on your planned schedule for forther impeachment proceedings 

Clause 2(j)( l) of Rule Xl is dear and unequivocal: Once the demand is made. Minorily Members "shall be 
entitled to ... call witnesses selected by the minority to testify with respect to that measure or matter during at 
least one day of hearing thereon " 2 As you have previously stated "lt is no! the ('hainnan's right to determine 
whether we "deserve" a hearing: it is not the Chairman's right to decide whether his prior hearings were 
sufficient: it is not the Chairman's right to decide whether what we say or think is acceptable: and it is certainly" 
never the Chairman's right to violate the rules in order to interfere with our right to conduct II hearing. 

Considering the haste with which this sham impeachment has been conducted, it is imperative that you contact 
me or my office as soon as possible to consult on scheduling the rl><.Juested minority hearing day The requested 
minority hearing day must take place before articles of impeachment are considered by the Committee. rH 
remind you once more: "The Chairman is entitled to his opinions He is not entitled to break the rules, abuse his 
power, and impose his wiH."4 

'{\'' ~ 
~ 
Ranking Member 

cc: The Honorable Nancy Pelosi, Speaker of the House 
The Honorable Kevin McCarthy, Minority Leader 

1 Letter from the Honorable Ji!n Sensenbrenner. Rcprcscntali\'C. to the Honorable Jerrold Nadler. Chairman. House Judiciary 
Commit!cc. (Dec, 4. 2019). 
' Rules of the House of Representatives. Ruic XL Clause 2(i)( l ). 
3 Press Release. The Honor:,ble Jerrold Nadler. Nadler Rcmarl<s on Privileged Rcsoluikm (lune 15. 2005). 
·l Id. 
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Mr. BIGGS. Thank you. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Cline. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I have a brief par-

liamentary inquiry regarding scheduling. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman from Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. CLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Last week, I expressed concern regarding the deeply flawed and 

partisan process the Democrat majority has been undertaking dur­
ing this impeachment inquiry. Mr. Chairman, I am particularly re­
minded of your quote: "There must never be a narrowly voted im­
peachment or an impeachment substantially supported by one of 
our major political parties and largely opposed by the other. Such 
an impeachment would lack legitimacy, would produce divisiveness 
and bitterness in our politics for years to come, and will call into 
question the very legitimacy of our political institutions." You made 
that statement back in 1998. 

Now I'm glad we're moving on to presenting the, quote/unquote, 
evidence gathered in this report, not to hear from direct fact wit­
nesses, but a 300-page report that's built largely on hearsay, opin­
ion, and speculation. And I'm especially outraged that the pur­
ported author of it, Chairman Schiff, is not here to answer our 
questions today. 

Now that we have the report and can discuss the facts within, 
or the lack thereof, there are four facts that will never change. 
Both President Trump and President Zelensky say there was no 
pressure. Second, the call transcript shows no conditionality be­
tween aid and an investigation. Three, the Ukrainians were not 
aware that aid was withheld when the Presidents spoke. And 
fourth, Ukraine didn't open an investigation, but still received the 
aid and a meeting with President Trump. 

I want to move on to the idea of hearsay and the fact that this 
report contains so much of it and relies on so much of it. 

Mr. Castor, did the Democrats' impeachment report rely on hear­
say to support their assertions? 

Mr. CASTOR. Yes, it did. 
Mr. CLINE. How many times were you able to find assertions 

based on hearsay? 
Mr. CASTOR. We went through and counted over 50 instances of 

key facts that were based on hearsay. 
Mr. CLINE. Can you give us some of the examples of the hearsay 

being relied on by the majority to make their case? 
Mr. CASTOR. You know, one of the-a lot of the information, for 

example, that Ambassador Taylor was communicating, you know, 
he very diligently recorded notes about what some of the various 
officials told him, but it was about-you know, it was one and two 
steps removed from the actual facts. 

And that's the problem with hearsay, is that it's a whisper-down­
the-lane situation. And if some of the people that are doing the 
whispering have-are predisposed to not like President Trump, 
then what they're whispering down the lane becomes even more 
distorted. 

Mr. CLINE. Did you also find instances where the Democrats' re­
port used witnesses' speculations and presumptions? 
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Mr. CASTOR. And the biggest one, of course-and this has sort of 
become the big daddy of the hearing-is Sondland presuming that 
the aid was tied to the investigations, because as he engaged in a 
back-and-forth with Mr. Turner, nobody on the planet, nobody on 
the planet told him that that was the case. 

Mr. CLINE. Mr. Castor, I want to move on to foreign policy and 
the idea that somehow the President was abusing foreign policy. 

Repeatedly, witnesses came before the Intelligence Committee 
and talked about how the President was operating outside the 
bounds of the process for using norms. 

The President sets foreign policy, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. Absolutely. 
Mr. CLINE. And from where does he derive that power? 
Mr. CASTOR. The Constitution. 
Mr. CLINE. Article II, section 2, in fact. 
Mr. CASTOR. The people, yeah. 
Mr. CLINE. Can you give us examples of these members of the 

foreign policy establishment who took issue with the President's 
foreign policy direction and choices? 

Mr. CAS'rOR. Well, for example, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman tes­
tified that when he was listening to the call he had prepared talk­
ing points and the call package, and he was visibly just completely 
deflated when he realized that his call notes weren't being ref­
erenced by the President. And a lot of the interagency officials I 
think became very sad that the President didn't revere their policy­
making apparatus. 

Mr. CLINE. Is it safe to say there's another reason the President 
is skeptical of relying on some of these individuals to carry out his 
foreign policy goals, like rooting out corruption in Ukraine? 

Mr. CASTOR. I think the President is skeptical of the interagency 
bureaucracy. 

Mr. CLINE. Is that maybe why he instead relied on Secretary 
Perry, Ambassador Volker, Ambassador Sondland, and others? 

Mr. CASTOR. Correct. And by the way, all three of those officials 
are not that far outside of the chain of the U.S. Government. 

Mr. CLINE. Would it be appropriate in any investigation of cor­
ruption in Ukraine to exempt or remove, say, a political supporter? 

Mr. CASTOR. It certainly would be. 
Mr. CLINE. Would it be inappropriate to remove a political oppo­

nent? 
Mr. CASTOR. That's correct, yes. 
Mr. CLINE. Would it be inappropriate to remove the son of a po­

litical opponent from any investigation involving Ukrainian corrup­
tion? 

Mr. CASTOR. Absolutely. I mean, this all goes to the heart of bias. 
Mr. CLINE. Thank you for those answers. 
Mr. Chairman, I go back to what you said this morning about the 

facts being undisputed. I would argue that the facts, in fact, are 
disputed. And what you contend are facts are, in fact, not. They are 
witness presumptions, hearsay, and speculation. 

And the facts here are, in fact, that this is the shortest impeach­
ment in U.S. history, based on the thinnest of evidentiary records, 
and on the narrowest grounds. Mr. Chairman, this impeachment 
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process is a farce and a stain on the committee and on the House 
of Representatives. 

And I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Ms. Garcia. 
Ms. GARCIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
As we just heard, the President and his supporters have claimed 

that the investigating committees are relying on hearsay and that 
they have failed to obtain firsthand accounts of the President's con­
duct. 

Now, I'm a former judge and you, Mr. Goldman, a former pros­
ecutor. We know what direct evidence is. 

Mr. Goldman, my Republican colleagues have suggested there is 
no direct evidence. Is that true? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No, there's a lot of direct evidence, and a lot of 
the evidence that they say is hearsay is actually not hearsay. 

Ms. GARCIA. Indeed, it is not true. 
Now, I don't want to relive a law school evidence class. Instead, 

I'd like to go over some examples with you, and please tell me if 
they are direct or indirect evidence. 

Ambassador Sondland and Mr. Volker both testified that on May 
23, 2019, President Trump told him to, quote, "talk to Rudy about 
Ukraine." Is that direct evidence? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, technically. Well, not technically, but yes. 
Ms. GARCIA. Thank you. 
And then we have the memorandum of the July 25 call between 

President Trump and President Zelensky. Is that direct evidence? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, that is. 
Ms. GARCIA. So there is direct evidence that President Trump 

asked President Zelensky to look into these investigations and di­
rected both President Zelensky and U.S. officials to talk to his per­
sonal attorney about those investigations, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And if I could just jump in here on the July 
25 call, because these four facts that we keep hearing about that 
are not in dispute are-three of them are completely wrong. 

So one of them happens to be that there's no quid pro quo men­
tioned in the July 25 call. There is absolutely a quid pro quo when 
President Zelensky says: I also wanted to thank you for your invi­
tation to visit the United States, specifically Washington, D.C.; and 
then he says: On the other hand, I also want to assure you that 
we will be very serious about the case and will work on the inves­
tigation. 

That is the quid pro quo that President Trump was informed of 
before the call. So that's wrong. 

It's also wrong that no Ukrainians knew about the aid being 
withheld at the time of the call, even though that doesn't even mat­
ter. 

And then finally, there was no White House meeting ever pro­
vided, so the third or fourth fact. 

So I do think that that just needs to be clarified, particularly as 
we're focusing on what direct evidence is. 

Ms. GARCIA. Well, let's give some more examples. We also heard 
the testimony of three of the individuals who participated in the 
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July 25 call. Is their testimony direct evidence of what happened 
during that call? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, although I would say the call record is better 
evidence than their--

Ms. GARCIA. And the day after that call, David Holmes testified 
that on July 26 he overheard the President ask Ambassador 
Sondland whether President Zelensky was, quote, "going to do the 
investigation." Is that direct evidence? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is direct evidence. 
Ms. GARCIA. And after the July 25 call record was released, the 

President got on the White House lawn and again declared that 
Ukraine should investigate a potential political opponent's family, 
the Bidens. Is that direct evidence? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, it is. 
Ms. GARCIA. His own words. 
Now, that seems to me like that's a lot of direct evidence. Mr. 

Goldman, was there other direct evidence that the committee relied 
on in addition to these? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, there's a lot of evidence that I would call di­
rect evidence, because it's not hearsay. If any of the people involved 
in the scheme are talking to each other and they relay what some­
one else said, that is not hearsay. That would be in court a co-con­
spirator's statement, and that would be admissible. So let's not get 
too far afield on talking about direct evidence and--

Ms. GARCIA. Right. We don't want to relive that evidence class. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I understand, but it is very important, because 

anything Mr. Giuliani says, anything Ambassador Sondland says, 
anything any of these people say is not hearsay and would be per­
mitted under the Federal Rules of Evidence. Of course, we don't fol­
low the Federal Rules of Evidence here, which is even more lenient, 
but that's an important point. 

Ms. GARCIA. Right. Well, is there anything wrong, Mr. Goldman, 
with drawing inferences from circumstances? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Courts tell juries to draw inferences every single 
day in every single courtroom. That is how you determine what the 
evidence shows. 

So when Ambassador Sondland draws inferences from the fact 
that there is no explanation for the aid, the fact that the White 
House meeting has already been held up because of the investiga­
tions, and determines that that's the reason why the security as­
sistance is also held up, that is a natural logical inference that 
every jury draws across the country. 

Ms. GARCIA. Well, I agree with you. I'm just disappointed that 
rather than to respond to the serious factual direct and undisputed 
evidence before us, my colleagues continue to make unfounded ar­
guments about the process. 

What President Trump did here was wrong. It's unconstitutional. 
If anyone else did this, they would be held accountable. 

I urge all my colleagues to face this evidence and uphold the 
oaths each of us have taken to protect our Constitution. Our de­
mocracy depends on ensuring that no one, not even the President, 
is above the law. 

I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back. 
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Mr. Neguse. 
Mr. NEGUSE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And as we approach the ninth hour of this hearing, I want to 

thank both Mr. Goldman and Mr. Castor for being here today and 
for your testimony. 

There's been a lot of discussion about whether or not the facts 
in this matter are contested. I believe they are not contested. And 
so I'd like to level set here and give you both an opportunity to ad­
dress some of the facts that I believe are not in dispute. And I want 
to begin by addressing something that I think we all know for cer­
tain, and that's that Russia interfered in our 2016 election. 

So, Mr. Goldman, after 2 years of investigation, the special coun­
sel concluded that Russia interfered in our elections in, quote, 
"sweeping and systemic fashion." Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. NEGUSE. Mr. Castor, is that right? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. NEGUSE. And, Mr. Goldman, am I correct that zero intel­

ligence agencies have publicly stated that Ukraine attacked our 
elections in 2016? Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's right. I don't even think that the minority 
is alleging that the Ukrainian Government systematically in any 
meaningful way interfered. I think this is just based on a couple 
of news articles. 

Mr. NEGUSE. Mr. Castor, correct? 
Mr. CASTOR. The President had a good faith belief there were 

some significant Ukrainian officials--
Mr. NEGUSE. I hear you, and you've said that previously. I guess 

I'm asking you--
Mr. CASTOR. We haven't said that the Ukrainian Govern­

ment--
Mr. NEGUSE. And there are no intelligence agencies in the 

United States that have publicly stated that Ukraine has attacked 
our elections, right? You're not testifying that that's the case? 

Mr. CASTOR. I'm not, right. Correct. 
Mr. NEGUSE. And, in fact, President Trump's former Homeland 

Security Advisor, Tom Bossert, said that the idea of Ukraine, for 
example, hacking the DNC server was, quote, "not only a con­
spiracy theory, it is completely debunked." That's President 
Trump's Homeland Security Advisor that said those words that you 
see on the screen to my right. 

Is that right, Mr. Goldman? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, I saw that interview. 
Mr. NEGUSE. Mr. Castor, you saw that interview? 
Mr. CASTOR. I'm aware of it. 
Mr. NEGUSE. In fact, isn't it true that none of the witnesses that 

appeared before your committee testified in support of the theory 
that Ukraine somehow interfered in our elections. Is that right, Mr. 
Goldman? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is absolutely correct. 
Mr. NEGUSE. Mr. Castor? 
Mr. CASTOR. That's correct. But again--
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Mr. NEGUSE. Thank you. No witnesses testified in support-I'll 
reclaim my time-no witnesses testified in support of that theory 
before your committee. 

Mr. Goldman, isn't it also true that your committee, in fact, re­
ceived testimony indicating that there is evidence that Russia is, 
in part, perpetrating this false theory that Ukraine interfered in 
the 2016 elections, because Russia wants to deflect blame for its 
own involvement? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is correct. We had evidence of that. And I 
think that it's very important to emphasize what is evidence and 
what is pure media reports or speculation, because there is no evi­
dence in our investigation that Ukraine interfered in the 2016 elec­
tion. 

Mr. NEGUSE. And, in fact, I'd like to put some of the testimony 
that I believe you might be referencing, Mr. Goldman, on the 
screen in front of you, both from Mr. Holmes as well as Dr. Fiona 
Hill, and I will quote from her testimony. 

"I am very confident, based on all the analysis that has been 
done-and, again, I don't want to start getting into intelligence 
matters-that the Ukraine Government did not interfere in our 
election in 2016. This is a fictional narrative that is being per­
petrated and propagated by the Russian Security Services them­
selves." 

You recall that testimony, Mr. Goldman? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. I do. I also recall her testifying that in addition 

to the Ukrainian officials who made a couple of disparaging com­
ments about President Trump, there are officials from countries all 
around the world who also made disparaging comments about 
President Trump, and, as Dr. Hill said, their military assistance 
was not put on hold. 

Mr. NEGUSE. So given your testimony-and given yours as well, 
Mr. Castor-it strikes me that there are, in fact, four uncontested 
facts. 

First, Russia attacked our 2016 elections. Several intelligence 
agencies have independently confirmed that this is true. 

Second, Ukraine did not attack our 2016 elections. There is abso­
lutely no evidence that this baseless-of this baseless conspiracy 
theory. 

Third, there is evidence that Russia perpetrated the allegation 
that Ukraine interfered in our 2016 elections. 

And finally, that Russia benefits from the U.S. investigating 
Ukraine, which was made clear through public testimony before 
your committee. 

So, Mr. Goldman, is it fair to say that the intelligence community 
agrees with these four conclusions? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The intelligence community definitely agrees with 
one and two. Dr. Hill testified to three, as well as there's a public 
statement from Mr. Putin. And yes, certainly the witnesses empha­
sized, four, that Russia benefits from this. And we saw in my open­
ing statement President Putin's comment that it's good now that 
Ukraine is all the talk. 

Mr. NEGUSE. And if that is the case, it begs the question: Why 
would President Trump perpetrate this conspiracy theory already 
disproven by the entirety of the intelligence community that actu-
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ally helps our adversary, a country that is attacking our elections 
in real time? 

With that, I yield. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. Steube. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, a brief parliamentary 

inquiry about the schedule. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman, Mr. Steube, has already been 

recognized. He has the time. 
Mr. STEUBE. So are you going to recognize him after for his par­

liamentary inquiry, after my question? 
Chairman NADLER. I'll make an announcement about the sched­

ule shortly. 
Mr. STEUBE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I've never seen a more partisan spectacle than what I've wit­

nessed here today. Democrats want the rules to apply when it ben­
efits them and not to apply when Republicans invoke them. 

Nine hours ago now, Mr. Berke, a hired gun for the Democrats, 
got 30 minutes to spread his partisan rhetoric and then 45 minutes 
to cross-examine witnesses. That's 70 minutes more than most of 
the members of this committee, who have been elected by their dis­
tricts to serve in the United States Congress. 

And Mr. Berke is an unelected New York lawyer specifically 
brought in by the Democrats to give his opinion, a politically biased 
consultant who has given hundreds of thousands of dollars in Fed­
eral elections to the likes of ActBlue, Hillary Clinton, Obama, and 
Eiden. Mr. Berke gave over $5,000 alone to Hillary Clinton for her 
Presidential race. I wonder why he has an ax to grind. 

Mr. Berke is a white collar criminal defense lawyer who brags 
on his website of getting New York financial brokers deferred pros­
ecution for tax fraud and fund managers off for insider trading 
charges. 

And Mr. Berke was able to say whatever he wanted to say with­
out swearing an oath to his testimony that it would be truthful, so 
he can sit before this committee not as a fact witness and directly 
lie to the American people without any threat of criminal prosecu­
tion. Makes sense, he's a white collar criminal defense lawyer. I'm 
sure he didn't want to incriminate himself. 

This is the same Mr. Berke who authored a series of reports as 
early as October 2017, 2 years ago, on his opinion as to whether 
President Trump obstructed justice and colluded with Russia. He 
also represented Mayor Bill de Blasio in a Federal investigation of 
de Blasio's fundraising activities. 

For my fellow Americans and Floridians watching this charade, 
this is who was sitting at the top of the dais next to the chairman 
acting like a member of this committee, a partisan New York law­
yer with a written bias against President Trump who gave thou­
sands to Hillary Clinton's Presidential campaign. 

In all of this spectacle, all of it, not a single fact witness has ap­
peared in front of this committee. We have been denied a minority 
hearing day, which I asked for at the last hearing. AH we have had 
testify are partisan lawyers giving their opinion. 

So let's talk about the facts that we do have before us. We heard 
from Mueller: No evidence that the Trump campaign colluded or 
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conspired with Russia to influence the 2016 election. No obstruc­
tion of justice. 

After denying the President to call witnesses in closed door se­
cret proceedings and denying Republicans from calling all their 
witnesses in closed door proceedings, denying the President's coun­
sel to cross-examine witnesses in Intel hearings, the facts are this. 

Sondland stated when questioned: Did the President tell you 
about any preconditions for anything? His answer: No. For the aid 
to be refused? No. For a White House meeting? No. Ambassador 
Sondland also testified that President Trump wanted nothing from 
Ukraine. 

Tim Morrison when questioned, and there was no quid pro quo, 
answered: Correct. The aid was released. 

Four facts never change. Both President Trump and President 
Zelensky stated there was no pressure. The call transcript shows 
no conditionality between aid and an investigation, no quid pro 
quo. Ukrainians were not aware that aid was withheld when the 
President spoke. Ukraine didn't open an investigation, but still re­
ceived aid and a meeting with President Trump. 

Mr. Castor, has any committee heard from the whistleblower, ei­
ther in closed door hearings or in open hearings? 

Mr. CASTOR. No. 
Mr. STEUBE. Did Chairman Schiff state that he would call the 

whistleblower to testify? 
Mr. CASTOR. He did. 
Mr. STEUBE. Has that happened? 
Mr. CASTOR. It has not. 
Mr. STEUBE. Is it going to occur? 
Mr. CASTOR. I hope so. 
Mr. STEUBE. Have other countries' aid also been held up? 
Mr. CASTOR. Yes. 
Mr. STEUBE. Mr. Goldman, on October 2, The New York Times 

reported that the whistleblower, quote, "approached a House Intel­
ligence Committee aide with his concerns about Mr. Trump." Is 
that accurate? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Sorry? Say that again. 
Mr. STEUBE. On October 2, The New York Times reported that 

the whistleblower approached a House Intelligence Committee aide 
with his concern about Mr. Trump. Is that accurate? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. I think the whistleblower's concerns about Presi-
dent Trump are from the threats that--

Mr. STEUBE. No, that's not what I'm asking. What I'm asking-­
Mr. GOLDMAN [continuing]. Which is why--
Mr. STEUBE. Did the whistleblower approach a House Intel­

ligence-let me ask it a different way. Have you had any commu­
nications with the whistleblower? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. As I said earlier in response to questions from 
your colleagues, I'm not going to get into any--

Mr. STEUBE. So you're refusing to answer whether you've com­
municated with the whistleblower. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. The whistleblower is not relevant to this report, 
in the sense--

Mr. STEUBE. He's the whole basis of the beginning of this inves­
tigation. He's absolutely relevant--
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, he's not relied upon--
Mr. STEUBE [continuing]. To this committee and to the American 

people. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. The whistleblower's complaints, for the reasons 

that Mr. Castor said, are not included-his allegations are not in­
cluded in our report because the evidence has been outstripped and 
surpassed by the 17 witnesses that we have had come in to testify 
directly about the conduct that the whistleblower blew the whistle 
about. 

Mr. STEUBE. So, as you sit here today, do you know the identity 
of the whistleblower? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Sir, I'm not going to talk to you about the identity 
of the whistleblower--

Mr. STEUBE. Because you're also refusing to answer whether 
you've had communications--

Mr. GOLDMAN. No. This was what the Intelligence-­
Mr. STEUBE. It's my time, not yours. 
You're refusing to answer whether you had communications with 

the whistleblower. Has any other staff in the Intel Committee had 
communications with the whistleblower? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Sir, in the Intelligence Committee--
Mr. STEUBE. And you're refusing to answer that question. And, 

unfortunately, the American people want to know those answers. 
And, unfortunately, my time has expired. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Congress has a right-­
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER. The time of the--
Mr. GOLDMAN [continuing]. To maintain the anonymity of 

the--
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman? Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. DEUTCH. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent-I have 

a unanimous consent--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. 
The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent-­
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his unanimous con-

sent request. 
Mr. BIGGS. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I ask for admission of the docu­

ment entitled "Ukrainian Efforts to Sabotage Trump Backfire" 
dated January 11, 2017. 

Mr. COLLINS. It's a Politico article. 
Chairman NADLER. If you give it to our staff, we'll take a look 

at it, and we'll make--
Mr. BIGGS. Should I make a motion to insert instead, Mr. Chair­

man? 
Chairman NADLER. Before I recognize Mrs. McBath, I want to 

announce that, with respect to scheduling, this hearing will proceed 
until the votes are called. It may end before votes are called, which 
would be nice. If it does not end before votes are called, then we 
will recess for the votes, and we'll reconvene here as soon as the 
votes on the floor are over. It's going to be a close call. We'll see. 
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I will further announce that I'm not prepared to say anything 
further about the schedule of the committee beyond today's hear­
ing. 

Mr. DEUTCH. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, point of order. 
Chairman NADLER. Who seeks recognition for a point of order? 
Mr. DEUTCH. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman NADLER. Who's "I"? 
Mr. DEUTCH. To your right, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COLLINS. It's one of yours. 
Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Deutch seek rec­

ognition? 
Mr. DEUTCH. To ask-I wanted to confirm-my point of order is 

there are rules of decorum, and I don't believe that the gentleman 
from Florida meant to violate them, and I want to give him the 
benefit of the doubt, but more than once he referred to a New York 
lawyer. And if he could just explain what he meant, then I'm pre­
pared to withdraw my point of order. 

Chairman NADLER. That's not a point of-that's not a cognizable 
point of order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, point of order regard-
ing the schedule. 

Chairman NADLER. Point of order regarding the schedule? 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Yes. 
Chairman NADLER. There's no point of order regarding the sched­

ule. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Well, on this case there is, be­

cause--
Chairman NADLER. There's no point of order regarding the sched-

ule. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana [continuing]. Violated-­
Chairman NADLER. There's no-there's no--
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Will you answer my question? It's a 

simple--
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. There is no cog-

nizable point of order regarding the future schedule. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Okay. 
Chairman NADLER. Mrs. McBath--
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. A parliamentary inquiry, will you rec-

ognize that? 
Chairman NADLER. No. 
Mrs. McBath is recognized. 
Mrs. MCBATH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Goldman, I want to follow up on just one part of President 

Trump's conduct that I asked our constitutional scholars about last 
week. 

The investigative committees found evidence that President 
Trump intimidated, threatened, and tampered with prospective and 
actual witnesses in the impeachment inquiry, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mrs. MCBATH. And, Mr. Goldman, it is a Federal crime to intimi­

date or to seek to intimidate any witness appearing before Con­
gress. Is that right? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. There's a little bit more to it, but that's the 
gist of it, yes. 

Mrs. MCBATH. Mr. Goldman, am I correct that President Trump 
publicly attacked witnesses before, after, and even during their tes­
timony? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is correct. 
Mrs. MCBATH. I'd like to quickly go through some examples. 
On Twitter, the President tried to smear Ambassador Bill Taylor, 

a former military officer who graduated at the top of his class at 
West Point, served as an infantry commander in Vietnam, and 
earned a Bronze Star and an Air Medal with a "V" device for valor. 

He was attacked for doing his duty to tell the truth to the Amer­
ican people, correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. He did his duty by testifying, yes. 
Mrs. McBATH. President Trump also attacked other Trump ad­

ministration officials who testified before the Intelligence Com­
mittee, including Lieutenant Colonel Alexander S. Vindman, who is 
the Director for Ukraine on the National Security Council, and Jen­
nifer Williams, the Special Advisor on Europe and Russia with the 
Office of the Vice President. Am I right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is right, yes. 
Mrs. McBATH. Mr. Goldman, I think another troubling example 

of this is the President's treatment of Ambassador Yovanovitch. 
When you questioned Ambassador Yovanovitch, you asked her 

about the President's remark that she would, and I quote, "go 
through some things." She told you that that remark sounded like 
a threat. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. In the July 25 call, that's when President 
Trump said that. 

Mrs. MCBATH. Ambassador Yovanovitch is a career professional 
who served in Republican and Democratic administrations. She 
was once caught in live crossfire during a coup attempt, and here's 
how she described that experience in her very own words. 

[Video played.] 
Mrs. MCBATH. "It was our duty." Even under such duress, this 

is a public servant who did her duty. 
And as she testified before you and the Intelligence Committee, 

the President tweeted yet another attack against her. Is that cor­
rect? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. During the testimony, yes. 
Mrs. MCBATH. At a rally, the President further attacked Ambas­

sador Taylor and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George Kent, 
a foreign affairs official with decades of bipartisan service. 

I just have to say, I am so deeply saddened that our President 
has attacked our brave public servants. These attacks are an abuse 
of his power, and they betray our national interest. 

My Republican colleagues, until now, have agreed with me that 
this behavior is not okay, that in America we protect witnesses and 
people who tell the truth. We want people to come forward. We pro­
tect witnesses in our community. I, myself, am no stranger to these 
kinds of attacks. They are not okay. 

I want to read a partial statement by Lieutenant Colonel 
Vindman, who is a military officer and a public servant. In his 
opening statement to the Intelligence Committee, Mr. Vindman 
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said, and I quote, "I want to say that the character attacks on 
these distinguished and honorable public servants is reprehen­
sible." 

I ran for Congress because I care urgently about healthcare, gun 
violence prevention, and our veterans. Those are the urgent policies 
for me and many of my colleagues. But these witnesses, these pub­
lic servants, stood up and courageously told the truth, and I must 
be courageous and stand up for them as well. 

And I yield back the balance of my time. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back the balance of her 

time. 
A few minutes ago, Mr. Biggs asked unanimous consent to admit 

an article from Politico into the record. Without objection. 
[The information follows:] 
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Ukrainian efforts to sabotage Trump backfire• POLITICO 

POLITICO 

PRESIDENTIAL TRANSITION 

Ukrainian efforts to sabotage Trump backfire 
Kiev officials are scrambling to make amends with tbe president-elect after quietly working 
to boost Clinton. 

By KENNETH P. VOGEL and DAVID STERN f 01/11/2017 05:05 AM EST 

President Petro Poroshenko's administration, along with the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington, insists that 
Ukraine stayed neutral in the American presidential race. I Getty 

Donald Trump wasn't tbe only presidential candidate whose campaign was boosted by 

officials of a former Soviet bloc count1y. 

Ukrainian government officials tried to help Hillaiy Clinton and undermine Trump by 

publicly questioning his fitness for office. They also disseminated documents implicating a 

https:!/www,pofmco,com/story/2017/01/uk:raine--sabotag1:Hrump-backfire--233446 1118 
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top Trump aide in corruption and suggested they were investigating the matter, only to 

back away after the election. And they helped Clinton's allies research damaging 

information on Trump and his advisers, a Politico investigation found. 

A Ukrainian-American operative who was consulting for the Democratic National 

Committee met with top officials in the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington in an effort to 

expose ties between Trump, top campaign aide Paul Manafort and Russia, according to 

people with direct knowledge of the situation. 

The Ukrainian efforts had an impact in the race, helping to force Manafort's resignation 

and advancing the narrative that Trump's campaign was deeply connected to Ukraine's foe 

to the east, Russia. But they were far less concerted or centrally directed than Russia's 

alleged hacking and dissemination of Democratic emails. 

Russia's effort was personally directed by Russian President Vladimir Putin, involved the 

country's military and foreign intelligence services, according to U.S. intelligence officials. 

They reportedly briefed Trump last week on the possibili1y that Russian operatives might 

have compromising information on the president-elect. And at a Senate hearing last week 

on the hacking, Director of National Intelligence James Clapper said al don't think we've 

ever encountered a more aggressive or direct campaign to interfere in our election process 

than we've seen in this case." 

There's little. evidence of such a top-down effort by Ukraine. Longtime observers suggest 

that the rampant corruption, factionalism and economic struggles plaguing the country -

not to mention its ongoing strife with Russia - would render it unable to pull off an 

ambitious covert interference campaign in another country's election. And President Petro 

Poroshenko's administration, along with the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington, insists 

that Ukraine stayed neutral in the race. 

ADVERTISING 

https:f/www:pol!tico.com/story/2017/01/ukraine-sabotage-trump-hackflre-.233446 2118 
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CONGRESS 

Lawmakers broach possible Trump campaign coordination with 
Russia 
By AUSTIN WRIGHT and MARTIN MATISHAK 

Yet Politico's investigation found evidence of Ukrainian government involvement in the 

race that appears to strain diplomatic protocol dictating that governments refrain from 

engaging in one another's elections. 

Russia's meddling has sparked outrage from the American body politic. The U.S. 

intelligence community undertook the rare move of publicizing its findings on the matter, 

and President Barack Obama took several steps to officially retaliate, while members of 

Congress continue pushing for more investigations into the hacking and a harder line 

against Russia, which was already viewed in Washington as America's leading foreign 

adversary. 

Ukraine, on the other hand, has traditionally enjoyed strong relations with U.S. 

administrations. Its officials worry that could change under Trump, whose team has 

privately expressed sentiments ranging from ambivalence to deep skepticism about 

Poroshenko's regime, while sounding unusually friendly notes about Putin's regime. 

Poroshenko is scrambling to alter that dynamic, recently signing a $50,000-a-month 

contract with a well-connected GOP-linked Washington lobbying firm to set up meetings 

with U.S. government officials "to strengthen U.S.-Ukrainian relations." 

Revelations about Ukraine's anti-Trump efforts could further set back those efforts. 

"Things seem to be going from bad to worse for Ukraine," said David A. Merkel, a senior 

fellow at the Atlantic Council who helped oversee U.S. relations with Russia and Ukraine 

while working in George W. Bush's State Department and National Security Council. 

Merkel, who has served as an election observer in Ukrainian presidential elections dating 

back to 1993, noted there's some irony in Ukraine and Russia taking opposite sides in the 

2016 presidential race, given that past Ukrainian elections were widely viewed in 

Washington's foreign policy community as proxy wars between the U.S. and Russia. 

https://www.poUUco.com/story/2017f01/ukralne-sabotage-trump-bac.kflraH233446 3118 
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"Now, it seems that a U.S. election may have been seen as a smTogate battle by those in 

Kiev and Moscow," Merkel said. 

The Ukrainian antipathy for Trump's team - and alignment with Clinton's - can be traced 

back to late 2013. That's when the country's president, Viktor Yanukovych, whom Manafort 

had been advising, abruptly backed out of a European Union pact linked to anti-corruption 

reforms. Instead, Yanukovych entered into a multibillion-dollar bailout agreement with 

Russia, sparking protests across Ukraine and prompting Yanukovych to flee the country to 

Russia under Putin's protection. 

In the ensuing crisis, Russian troops moved into the Ukrainian territory of Crimea, and 

Manafort dropped off the radar. 

Manafort's work for Yanukovych caught the attention of a veteran Democratic operative 

named Alexandra Chalupa, who had worked in the White House Office of Public Liaison 

during the Clinton administration. Chalupa went on to work as a staffer, then as a 

consultant, for Democratic National Committee. The DNC paid her $412,000 from 2004 to 

June 2016, according to Federal Election Commission records, though she also was paid by 

other clients during that time, including Democratic campaigns and the DNC's arm for 

engaging expatriate Democrats around the world. 

A daughter of Ukrainian immigrants who maintains strong ties to the Ukrainian-American 

diaspora and the U.S. Embassy in Ukraine, Chalupa, a lawyer by training, in 2014 was 

doing pro bono work for another client interested in the Ukrainian crisis and began 

researching Manafort's role in Yanukovych's rise, as well as his ties to the pro-Russian 

oligarchs who funded Yanukovych's political party. 

In an interview this month, Chalupa told Politico she had developed a network of sources in 

Kiev and Washington, including investigative journalists, government officials and private 

intelligence operatives. While her consulting work at the DNC this past election cycle 

centered on mobilizing ethnic communities - including Ukrainian-Americans - she said 

that, when Trump's unlikely presidential campaign began surging in late 2015, she began 

focusing more on the research, and expanded it to include Trump's ties to Russia, as well. 

She occasionally shared her findings with officials from the DNC and Clinton's campaign, 

Chalupa said. In January 2016 - months before Manafort had taken any role in Trump's 

campaign - Chalupa told a senior DNC official that, when it came to Trump's campaign, "I 

felt there was a Russia connection," Chalupa recalled. "And that, if there was, that we can 

htlps://www,politico.com/story/2017/01/ukralne-sabotage--trump.-backfire-233446 4/18 
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expect Paul Manafort to be involved in this election," said Chalupa, who at the time also 

was warning leaders in the Ukrainian-American community that Manafort was "Putin's 

political brain for manipulating U.S. foreign policy and elections." 

PRESIDENTIAL TRANSITION 

Trump confronts firestorm over Russia allegations 
By ELI STOKOLS, SHANE GOLDMACHER, JOSH DAWSEY and MICHAEL CROWLEY 

She said she shared her concern with Ukraine's ambassador to the U.S., Valeriy Chaly, and 

one of his top aides, Oksana Shulyar, during a March 2016 meeting at the Ukrainian 

Embassy. According to someone briefed on the meeting, Chaly said that Manafort was very 

much on his radar, but that he wasn't particularly concerned about the operative's ties to 

Trump since he didn't believe Trump stood much of a chance of winning the GOP 

nomination, let alone the presidency. 

That was not an uncommon view at the time, and, perhaps as a result, Trump's ties to 

Russia - let alone Manafort's - were not the subject of much attention. 

That all started to change just four days after Chalupa's meeting at the embassy, when it 

was reported that Trump had in fact hired Manafort, suggesting that Chalupa may have 

been on to something. She quickly found herself in high demand. The day after Manafort's 

hiring was revealed, she briefed the DNC's communications staff on Manafort, Trump and 

their ties to Russia, according to an operative familiar with the situation. 

A former DNC staffer described the exchange as an "informal conversation," saying 

"'briefing' makes it sound way too formal," and adding, "We were not directing or driving 

her work on this." Yet, the former DNC staffer and the operative familiar with the situation 

agreed that with the DNC's encouragement, Chalupa asked embassy staff to try to arrange 

an interview in which Poroshenko might discuss Manafort's ties to YanukoyYch. 

While the embassy declined that request, officials there became "helpful" in Chalupa's 

efforts, she said, explaining that she traded information and leads with them. "If I asked a 

question, they would provide guidance, or if there was someone I needed to follow up 

with." But she stressed, "There were no documents given, nothing like that." 

Chalupa said the embassy also worked directly with reporters researching Trump, Manafort 

and Russia to point them in the right directions. She added, though, "they were being very 

protective and not speaking to the press as much as they should have. I think they were 

being careful because their situation was that they had to be very, very careful because they 

https:l/www,politko.com/story/2017/01/ukralne-sabotage-trump-backfire-233:446 5118 
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could not pick sides. It's a political issue, and they didn't want to get involved politically 

because they couldn't." 

Shulyar vehemently denied working with reporters or with Chalupa on anything related to 

Trump or Manafort, explaining ''we were stormed by many reporters to comment on this 

subject, but our clear and adamant position was not to give any comment [and] not to 

interfere into the campaign affairs." 

Both Shnlyar and Chalupa said the purpose of their initial meeting was to organize a June 

reception at the embassy to promote Ukraine. According to the embassy's website, the 

event highlighted female Ukrainian leaders, featuring speeches by Ukrainian 

parliamentarian Hanna Hopko, who discussed "Ukraine's fight against the Russian 

aggression in Donbas," and longtime Hillary Clinton confidante Melanne Verveer, who 

worked for Clinton in the State Department and was a vocal surrogate during the 

presidential campaign. 

Shulyar said her work with Chalupa "didn't involve the campaign," and she specifically 

stressed that "We have never worked to research and disseminate damaging information 

about Donald Trump and Paul Manafort." 

But Andrii Telizhenko, who worked as a political officer in the Ukrainian Embassy under 

Shulyar, said she instructed him to help Chalupa research connections between Trump, 

Manafort and Russia. "Oksana said that if I had any information, or knew other people who 

did, then I should contact Chalupa," recalled Telizhenko, who is now a political consultant 

in Kiev. "They were coordinating an investigation with the Hillary team on Paul Manafort 

with Alexandra Chalupa," he said, adding "Oksana was keeping it all quiet," but "the 

embassy worked very closely with" Chalupa. 

In fact, sources familiar with the effort say that Shulyar specifically called Telizheuko into a 

meeting with Chalupa to provide au update on an American media outlet's ongoing 

investigation into Manafmt. 

Telizhenko recalled that Chalupa told him and Shulyar that, "If we can get enough 

information on Paul [Manafort] or Trump's involvement with Russia, she can get a hearing 

in Congress by September." 

Chalupa confirmed that, a week after Mauafort's hiring was announced, she discussed the 

possibility of a congressional investigation with a foreign policy legislative assistant in the 

office of Rep. Marcy Kaptur (D-Ohio), who co-chairs the Congressional Ukrainian Caucus. 

But, Chalupa said, "It didn't go anywhere." 

https:/lwww.politico.com!story/2017/01/ukraJnehsabotage-trurnp-backfire-233446 6118 
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Asked about the effort, the Kaptur legislative assistant called it a "touchy subject" in an 

internal email to colleagues that was accidentally forwarded to Politico. 

Kaptur's office later emailed an official statement eJ<-plaining that the lawmaker is backing a 

bill to create an independent commission to investigate "possible outside interference in 

our elections." The office added "at this time, the evidence related to this matter points to 

Russia, but Congresswoman Kaptur is concerned with any evidence of foreign entities 

interfering in our elections." 

Almost as quickly as Chalupa's efforts attracted the attention of the Ukrainian Embassy and 

Democrats, she also found herself the subject of some unwanted attention from overseas. 

Within a few weeks of her initial meeting at the embassy with Shulyar and Chaly, Chalupa 

on April 20 received the first of what became a series of messages from the administrators 

of her private Yahoo email account, warning her that "state-sponsored actors" were trying 

to hack into her emails. 

She kept up her crusade, appearing on a panel a week after the initial hacking message to 

discuss her research on Manafort with a group of Ukrainian investigative journalists 

gathered at the Library of Congress for a program sponsored by a U.S. congressional 

agency called the Open World Leadership Center. 

Center spokeswoman Maura Shelden stressed that her group is nonpartisan and ensures 

"that our delegations hear from both sides of the aisle, receiving bipartisan information." 

She said the Ukrainian journalists in subsequent days met with Republican officials in 

North Carolina and elsewhere. And she said that, before the Library of Congress event, 

"Open World's program manager for Ukraine did contact Chalupa to advise her that Open 

World is a nonpartisan agency of the Congress." 

Chalupa, though, indicated in an email that was later hacked and released by WikiLeaks 

that the Open World Leadership Center "put me on the program to speak specifically about 

Paul Manafort." 

Republicans pile on Russia for hacking, get details on GOP 
targets 
By MARTIN MATISHAK and AUSTIN WRIGHT 

https://www.poUtlco,com/story/2017/01/ukraine--sabotage-trump~backfire,..233446 7118 
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In the email, which was sent in early May to then-DNC communications director Luis 

Miranda, Chalupa noted that she had extended an invitation to the Library of Congress 

forum to veteran Washington investigative reporter Michael Isikoff. Two days before the 

event, he had published a story for Yahoo News revealing the unraveling of a $26 million 

deal between Manafort and a Russian oligarch related to a telecommunications venture in 

Ukraine. And Chalupa wrote in the email she'd been "working with for the past few weeks" 

with Isikoff "and connected him to the Ukrainians" at the event. 

Isikoff, who accompanied Chalupa to a reception at the Ukrainian Embassy immediately 

after the Library of Congress event, declined to comment. 

Chalupa further indicated in her hacked May email to the DNC that she had additional 

sensitive information about Manafort that she intended to share "offline" with Miranda and 

DNC research director Lauren Dillon, including "a big Trump component yon and Lauren 

need to be aware of that will hit in next few weeks and something I'm working on yon 

should be aware of." Explaining that she didn't feel comfortable sharing the intel over 

email, Chalupa attached a screenshot of a warning from Yahoo administrators about "state­

sponsored" hacking on her account, explaining, "Since I started digging into Manafort these 

messages have been a daily occurrence on my yahoo account despite changing my 

password often." 

Dillon and Miranda declined to comment. 

A DNC official stressed that Chalupa was a consultant paid to do outreach for the party's 

political department, not a researcher. She undertook her investigations into Trump, 

Manafort and Russia on her own, and the party did not incorporate her findings in its 
dossiers on the subjects, the official said, stressing that the DNC had been building robust 

research books on Trump and his ties to Russia long before Chalupa began sounding 

alarms. 

Nonetheless, Chalupa's hacked email reportedly escalated concerns among top party 

officials, hardening their conclusion that Russia likely was behind the cyber intrusions with 

which the party was only then beginning to grapple. 

Chalupa left the DNC after the Democratic convention in late July to focus fulltime on her 

research into Manafort, Trump and Russia. She said she provided off-the-record 

information and guidance to "a lot of journalists" working on stories related to Manafort 

and Trump's Russia connections, despite what she described as escalating harassment. 

https://www.pofltfco.com/st-ory/2017/01/ukraine-sabotage-trump-bac!t;fire-233446 8/18 
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About a month-and-a-half after Chalupa first started receiving hacking alerts, someone 

broke into her car outside the Northwest Washington home where she lives with her 

husband and three young daughters, she said. They "rampaged it, basically, but didn't take 

anything valuable - left money, sunglasses, $1,200 worth of golf clubs," she said, 

explaining she didn't file a police report after that incident because she didn't connect it to 

her research and the hacking. 

But by the time a similar vehicle break-in occurred involving two family cars, she was 

convinced that it was a Russia-linked intimidation campaign. The police report on the 

latter break-in noted that "both vehicles were unlocked by an unkno\\11 person and the 

interior was ransacked, with papers and the garage openers scattered throughout the cars. 

Nothing was taken from the vehicles." 

Then, early in the morning on another day, a woman "wearing white flowers in her hair" 

tried to break into her family's home at 1:30 a.m., Chalupa said. Shulyar told Chalupa that 

the mysterious incident bore some of the hallmarks of intimidation campaigns used against 

foreigners in Russia, according to Chalupa. 

"This is something that they do to U.S. diplomats, they do it to Ukrainians. Like, this is how 

they operate. They break into people's homes. They harass people. They're theatrical about 

it," Chalupa said. "They must have seen when I was writing to the DNC staff, outlining who 

Manafort was, pulling articles, saying why it was significant, and painting the bigger 

picture." 

In a Yahoo News story naming Chalupa as one of 16 "ordinary people" who "shaped the 

2016 election," Isikoff wrote that after Chalupa left the DNC, FBI agents investigating the 

hacking questioned her and examined her laptop and smartphone. 

Chalupa this month told Politico that, as her researclt and role in the election started 

becoming more public, she began receiving death threats, along with continued alerts of 

state-sponsored hacking. But she said, "None of this has scared me off." 

While it's not uncommon for outside operatives to serve as intermediaries between 

governments and reporters, one of the more damaging Russia-related stories for the Trump 

campaign - and certainly for Manafort - can be traced more directly to the Ukrainian 

government. 

https://www.politico.oom/story/2017/01/ukralna~sabotage~trump~backfire-233446 9/18 
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Documents released by an independent Ukrainian government agency - and publicized by 

a parliamentarian - appeared to show $12.7 million in cash payments that were earmarked 

for Manafort by the Russia-aligned party of the deposed former president, Yanukovych. 

The New York Times, in the August story revealing the ledgers' existence, reported that the 

payments earmarked for Manafort were "a focus" of an investigation by Ukrainian anti­

corruption officials, while CNN reported days later that the FBI was pursuing an 

overlapping inquiry. 

One of the most damaging Russia-related stories during Donald Trump's campaign can be traced to the 
Ukrainian government. I AP Photo 

https:/twww.politico.com/story/2017/01/ukraine-sabotage-trump,.backflre--233446 10/18 
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Clinton's campaign seized on the story to advance Democrats' argument that Trump's 

campaign was closely linked to Russia. The ledger represented "more troubling connections 

between Donald Trump's team and pro-Kremlin elements in Ukraine," Robby Mook, 

Clinton's campaign manager, said in a statement. He demanded that Trump "disclose 

campaign chair Paul Manafort's and all other campaign employees' and advisers' ties to 

Russian or pro-Kremlin entities, including whether any of Trump's employees or advisers 

are currently representing and or being paid by them." 

A former Ukrainian investigative journalist and current parliamentarian named Serhiy 

Leshchenko, who was elected in 2014 as part of Poroshenko's party, held a news conference 

to highlight the ledgers, and to urge Ukrainian and American law enforcement to 

aggressively investigate Manafort. 

"I believe and understand the basis of these payments are totally against the Jaw - we have 

the proof from these books," Leshchenko said during the news conference, which attracted 

international media coverage. "If Mr. Manafort denies any allegations, I think he has to be 

interrogated into this case and prove his position that he was not involved in any 

misconduct on the territory of Ukraine," Leshchenko added. 

Manafort denied receiving any off-books cash from Yanukovych's Party of Regions, and 

said that he had never been contacted about the ledger by Ukrainian or American 

investigators, later telling POLITICO "I was just caught in the crossfire." 

According to a series of memos reportedly compiled for Trump's opponents by a former 

British intelligence agent, Yanukovych, in a secret meeting with Putin on the day after the 

Times published its report, admitted that he had authorized "substantial kickback 

payments to Manafort." But according to the report, whicli was published Tuesday by 

BuzzFeed but remains unverified. Yanukovych assured Putin "that there was no 

documentary trail left behind which could provide clear evidence of this" - an alleged 

statement that seemed to implicitly question the authenticity of the ledger. 

2016 

Inside the fall of Paul Manafort 
By KENNETH P. VOGEl and MARC CAPUTO 

The scrutiny around the ledgers - combined with that from other stories about his Ukraine 

work - proved too much, and he stepped down from the Trump campaign less than a week 

after the Times story. 

https:/twww.politico,com/story/2017/01/ukraine-$abotage,..trump-bat:.kfire-.233446 11/18 
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At the time, Leshchenko suggested that his motivation was partly to undermine Trump. 

"For me, it was important to show not only the corruption aspect, but that he is [a] pro­

Russian candidate who can break the geopolitical balance in the world," Leshchenko told 

the Financial Times about two weeks after his news conference. The newspaper noted that 

Trump's candidacy had spurred "Kiev's wider political leadership to do something they 

would never have attempted before: intervene, however indirectly, in a U.S. election," and 

the stmy quoted Leshchenko asserting that the majority of Ukraine's politicians are "on 

Hillary Clinton's side." 

But by this month, Leshchenko was seeking to recast his motivation, telling Politico, "I 

didn't care who won the U.S. elections. This was a decision for the American voters to 

decide." His goal in highlighting the ledgers, he said was "to raise these issues on a political 

level and emphasize the importance of the investigation." 

In a series of answers provided to Politico, a spokesman for Poroshenko distanced his 

administration from both Leshchenko's efforts and those of the agency that reLeshchenko 

Leshchenko leased the ledgers, The National Anti-Corruption Bureau of Ukraine. It was 

created in 2014 as a condition for Ukraine to receive aid from the U.S. and the European 

Union, and it signed an evidence-sharing agreement with the FBI in late June - less than a 

month and a half before it released the ledgers. 

The bureau is "fully independent," the Poroshenko spokesman said, adding that when it 

came to the presidential administration there was "no targeted action against Manafort." 

He added "as to Serhiy Leshchenko, he positions himself as a representative of internal 

opposition in the Bloc of Petro Poroshenko's faction, despite [the fact that] he belongs to 

the faction," the spokesman said, adding, "it was about him personally who pushed [the 

anti-corruption bureau} to proceed with investigation on Manafort." 

But an operative who has worked extensively in Ukraine, including as an adviser to 

Poroshenko, said it was highly unlikely that either Leshchenko or the anti-corruption 

bureau would have pushed the issue without at least tacit approval from Poroshenko or his 

closest allies. 

"It was something that Poroshenko was probably aware of and could have stopped ifhe 

wanted to," said the operative. 

And, almost immediately after Trump's stunning victory over Clinton, questions began 

mounting about the investigations into the ledgers - and the ledgers themselves. 

https:/twww.po!itico.com/storyf2-017/01/ukralne-sabotage-trump--back:fire.-233446 12118 
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An official with the anti-corruption bureau told a Ukrainian newspaper, "Mr. Manafort 

does not have a role in this case." 

And, while the anti-corruption bureau told Politico late last month that a "general 

investigation [is] still ongoing" of the ledger, it said Manafort is not a target of the 

investigation. "As he is not the Ukrainian citizen, [the anti-corruption bureau] by the law 

couldn't investigate him personally," the bureau said in a statement. 

Some Poroshenko critics have gone further, suggesting that the bureau is backing away 

from investigating because the ledgers might have been doctored or even forged. 

Valentyn Nalyvaichenko, a Ukrainian former diplomat who served as the country's head of 

security under Poroshenko but is now affiliated with a leading opponent of Poroshenko, 

said it was fishy that "only one part of the black ledger appeared." He asked, "Where is the 

handwriting analysis?" and said it was "crazy" to announce an investigation based on the 

ledgers. He met last month in Washington with Trump allies, and said, "of course they all 

recognize that our [anti-corruption bureau] intervened in the presidential campaign." 

And in an interview this week, Manafort, who re-emerged as an informal advisor to Trump 

after Election Day, suggested that the ledgers were inauthentic and called their publication 

"a politically motivated false attack on me. My role as a paid consultant was public. There 

was nothing off the books, but the way that this was presented tried to make it look shady." 

He added that he felt particularly wronged by efforts to cast his work in Ukraine as pro­

Russian, arguing "all my efforts were focused on helping Ukraine move into Europe and the 

West." He specifically cited his work on denuclearizing the country and on the European 

Union trade and political pact that Yanukovych spurned before fleeing to Russia. "In no 

case was I ever involved in anything that would be contrary to U.S. interests," Manafort 

said. 

Yet Russia seemed to come to the defense of Manafort and Trump last month, when a 

spokeswoman for Russia's Foreign Mini5try charged that the Ukrainian government used 

the ledgers as a political weapon. 

"Ukraine seriously complicated the work of Trump's election campaign headquarters by 

planting information according to which Paul Manafort, Trump's campaign chairman, 

allegedly accepted money from Ukrainian oligarchs," Maria Zakharova said at a news 

briefing, according to a transcript of her remarks posted on the Foreign Ministry's website. 

"All of you have heard this remarkable story," she told assembled reporters. 

https:l/www.pomico.com/story/2017/01/ukraine-sabotage-trump--backfire-233446 13118 
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Beyond any efforts to sabotage Trump, Ukrainian officials didn't exactly extend a hand of 

friendship to the GOP nominee during the campaign. 

The ambassador, Chaly, penned an op-ed for The Hill, in which he chastised Trump for a 

confusing series of statements in which the GOP candidate at one point expressed a 

willingness to consider recognizing Russia's annexation of the Ukrainian territory of 

Crimea as legitimate. The op-ed made some in the embassy uneasy, sources said. 

"That was like too close for comfort, even for them," said Chalupa. "That was something 

that was as risky as they were going to be." 

Former Ukrainian Prime Minister ArsenyYatseniuk warned on Facebook that Trump had 

"challenged the very values of the free world." 

Ukraine's minister of internal affairs, Arsen Avakov, piled on, trashing Trump on Twitter in 

July as a "clown" and asserting that Trump is "an even bigger danger to the US than 

terrorism." 

Avakov, in a Facebook post, lashed out at Trump for his confusing Crimea comments, 

calling the assessment the "diagnosis of a dangerous misfit," according to a translated 

screenshot featured in one media report, though he later deleted the post. He called Trump 

"dangerous for Ukraine and the US" and noted that Manafort worked with Yanukovych 

when the former Ukrainian leader "fled to Russia through Crimea. Where would Manafort 

lead Trump?" 

INVESTIGATIONS 

Manafort's man in Kiev 
By KENNETH P. VOGEL 

The Trump-Ukraine relationship grew even more fraught in September with reports that 

the GOP nominee had snubbed Poroshenko on the sidelines of the United Nations General 

Assembly in New York, where the Ukrainian president tried to meet both major party 

candidates, but scored only a meeting with Clinton. 

Telizhenko, the former embassy staffer, said that, during the primaries, Chaly, the country's 

ambassador in Washington, had actually instructed the embassy not to reach out to 

Trump's campaign, even as it was engaging with those of Clinton and Trump's leading GOP 

rival, Ted Cruz. 

https:/!www,pont!co.com/story/2017/01/uknttne.-sabotage-trump-back:fir-e-233446 14118 
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"We had an order not to talk to the Trump team, because he was critical of lt'kraine and the 

government and his critical position on Crimea and the conflict," said Telizhenko. "I was 

yelled at when I proposed to talk to Trump," he said, adding, "The ambassador said not to 

get involved - Hillary is going to win." 

This account was confirmed by Nalyvaichenko, the former diplomat and security chief now 

affiliated with a Poroshenko opponent, who said, "The Ukrainian authorities closed all 

doors and windows - this is from the Ukrainian side." He called the strategy "bad and 

short-sighted." 

Andriy Artemenko, a Ukrainian parliamentarian associated with a conservative opposition 

party, did meet with Trump's team during the campaign and said he personally offered to 

set up similar meetings for Chaly but was rebuffed. 

"It was clear that they were supporting Hillary Clinton's candidacy," Artemenko said. "They 

did everything from organizing meetings with the Clinton team, to publicly supporting her, 

to criticizing Trump .... I think that they simply didn't meet because they thought that 

Hillary would win." 

Shulyar rejected the characterizations that the embassy had a ban on interacting with 

Trnmp, instead explaining that it "had different diplomats assigned for dealing with 

different teams tailoring the content and messaging. So it was not an instruction to abstain 

from the engagement but rather an internal discipline for diplomats not to get involved into 

a field she or he was not assigned to, but where another colleague was involved." 

And she pointed out that Chaly traveled to the GOP convention in Cleveland in late July 

and met with members of Trump's foreign policy team "to highlight the importance of 

Ukraine and the support of it by the U.S." 

Despite the outreach, Trump's campaign in Cleveland gutted a proposed amendment to the 

Republican Party platform that called for the U.S. to provide "lethal defensive weapons" for 

Ukraine to defend itself against Russian incursion, backers of the measure charged. 

The outreach ramped up after Trump's victory. Shulyar pointed out that Poroshenko was 

among the first foreign leaders to call to congratulate Trump. And she said that, since 

Election Day, Chaly has met with close Trump allies, including Sens. Jeff Sessions, Trump's 

nominee for attorney general, and Bob Corker, the chairman of the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee, while the ambassador accompanied Ivanna Klympush-Tsintsadze, 

Ukraine's vice prime minister for European and Euro-Atlantic integration, to a round of 

Washington meetings with Rep. Tom Marino (R-Pa.), an early Trump backer, and Jim 

https:/lwww.potltico.comfstory/2017/01/ukraina-sabotagehtrurnp-backfire-233446 15118 
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DeMint, president of The Heritage Fonndation, which played a prominent role in Trump's 

transition. 

Many Ukrainian officials and operatives and their American allies see Trump's 

inangnration this month as an existential threat to the country, made worse, they admit, by 

the dissemination of the secret ledger, the antagonistic social media posts and the 

perception that the embassy meddled against - or at least shut out - Trump. 

"It's really bad. The [Poroshenko] administration right now is trying to re-coordinate 

communications," said Telizhenko, adding, "Tiie Trump organization doesn't want to talk 

to our administration at all." 

During Nalyvaichenko's trip to Washington last month, he detected lingering ill will toward 

Ukraine from some, and lack of interest from others, he recalled. "Ukraine is not on the top 

of the list, not even the middle," he said. 

Poroshenko's allies are scrambling to figure out how to build a relationship with Trump, 

who is known for harboring and prosecuting grudges for years. 

A delegation of Ukrainian parliamentarians allied with Poroshenko last month traveled to 

Washington partly to try to make inroads with the Trump transition team, but they were 

unable to secure a meeting, according to a Washington foreign policy operative familiar 

with the trip. And operatives in Washington and Kiev say that after the election, 

Poroshenko met in Kiev with top executives from the Washington lobbying firm BGR­

including Ed Rogers and Lester Munson - about how to navigate the Trump regime. 

Ukrainians fall out of love with Europe 
By OAVIO STERN 

Weeks later, BGR reported to the Department of Justice that the government of Ukraine 

would pay the firm $50,000 a month to "provide strategic public relations and government 

affairs counsel," including "outreach to U.S. government officials, non-government 

organizations, members of the media and other individuals." 

Firm spokesman Jeffrey Birnbaum suggested that "pro-Putin oligarchs" were already trying 

to sow doubts about BGR's work with Poroshenko. While the firm maintains close 

relationships with GOP congressional leaders, several of its principals were dismissive or 

https:!/www.politico.com/stoty/2017/01/ukralne~sabotage-trump~backflre-233446 16118 
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sharply critical of Trump during the GOP primary, which could limit their effectiveness 

lobbying the new administration. 

The Poroshenko regime's standing with Trump is considered so dire that the president's 

allies after the election actually reached out to make amends with - and even seek 

assistance from - Manafort, according to two operatives familiar with Ukraine's efforts to 

make inroads with Trump. 

Meanwhile, Poroshenko's rivals are seeking to capitalize on his dicey relationship with 

Trump's team. Some are pressuring him to replace Chaly, a close ally of Poroshenko's who 

is being blamed by critics in Kiev and Washington for implementing - if not engineering -

the country's anti-Trump efforts, according to Ukrainian and U.S. politicians and 

operatives interviewed for this story. They say that several potential Poroshenko opponents 

have been through Washington since the election seeking audiences of their own with 

Trump allies, though most have failed to do do so. 

"None of the Ukrainians have any access to Trump - they are all desperate to get it, and 

are willing to pay big for it," said one American consultant whose company recently met in 

Washington with Yuriy Boyko, a former vice prime minister under Yanukovych. Boyko, 

who like Yanukovych has a pro-Russian worldview, is considering a presidential campaign 

of his own, and his representatives offered "to pay a shit-ton of money" to get access to 

Trump and his inaugural events, according to the consultant. 

The consultant turned down the work, explaining, "It sounded shady, and we don't want to 

get in the middle of that kind of stuff." 
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Chairman NADLER. Mr. Stanton. 
Mr. STANTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
We've heard today from some suggesting that this process has 

somehow been unfair. Mr. Goldman, let's clear up that record. 
Minority members on the investigative committees had access to 

all witness depositions. Is that correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, and all the documents. 
Mr. STANTON. And were they allowed to ask questions of every 

witness? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. The minority was given equal time to the major­

ity for every single interview, deposition, or hearing that we did. 
Mr. STANTON. And the minority were allowed to call their own 

witnesses to the live hearings. Is that correct? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. They were also-yes. And they did, and they got 

three witnesses. 
They were also allowed to call their own witnesses for the deposi­

tions. They chose not to do that. The only witness they requested 
for the deposition was Chairman Schiff, who is not a fact witness 
to this investigation. 

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Goldman, why did the investigative commit­
tees decide to conduct initial depositions behind closed doors? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Best investigative practice when you're doing a 
fact-finding mission is to keep the information closed. And the rea­
son is exactly what I described earlier with Ambassador Sondland, 
who, first of all, the day before his deposition, he spoke with Sec­
retary Perry about his testimony. That is the type of tailoring that 
can happen when people are engaged in misconduct and they try 
to line up their stories. So if you keep the information closed, they 
can't line up their stories. 

And I think, frankly, part of the reason why Ambassador Volker 
and Ambassador Sondland's public hearing testimony was so dif­
ferent from their deposition testimony is because the initial deposi­
tions were in closed session before we then released all the tran­
scripts to the public. 

Mr. STANTON. And this isn't unprecedented, because in both the 
Nixon and Clinton impeachment inquiries there were either closed­
door depositions or grand jury proceedings at the beginning of the 
inquiries. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's correct. Nor it is unprecedented in Con­
gress. This is actually a rule in the House rules that was passed 
by Republican Congresses. It was used in Benghazi; it was used by 
a number of committees for the past decade or so. 

Mr. STANTON. And, for clarity, President Trump has received all 
procedural protections afforded to other Presidents facing impeach­
ment. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is right. In the Judiciary Committee, he's 
had all of the options. Our inquiry was not the Judiciary Commit­
tee's investigation. That is where the President has the ability to 
present evidence. Of course, if the President wanted to present evi­
dence in the Intelligence Committee, he could have provided docu­
ments, he could have provided the witnesses that we asked for him. 
But he obstructed rather than cooperated. 

Mr. STANTON. And the President has been invited to participate 
in the House's impeachment inquiry, correct? 
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Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. STANTON. But the President declined the invitation? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That's my understanding, yes. 
Mr. STANTON. Twice? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Twice thus far, yes. 
Mr. STANTON. In fact, the President not only refused to partici­

pate but he has also tried to stop Congress from obtaining evi­
dence. Isn't it true that the President has refused to produce any 
documents in response to the impeachment inquiry's subpoena to 
the White House? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Mr. STANTON. Not a single one? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Not a single document. 
Mr. STANTON. The President also directed all of his agencies to 

refuse to produce documents. Is that right? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. That is also true. 
Mr. STANTON. Based on the President's order, Federal agencies 

have ignored more than 70 specific requests or demands for records 
from the investigative committees. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. And if I could just add, this would-­
Mr. STANTON. Quickly, please. 
Mr. GOLDMAN. This would ordinarily be a document case. If you 

were prosecuting this case, you'd be basing it on the documents. So 
the fact that those documents are being withheld is quite signifi­
cant, and it's quite remarkable that we've built the record we have 
on the witnesses. 

Mr. STANTON. The President's order to obstruct Congress didn't 
just extend to documents. At the President's direction, witnesses 
also refused to testify. Is that right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's correct. 
Mr. STANTON. And, in total, more than a dozen members of the 

administration defied lawful subpoenas or requests for testimony or 
documents, as we see on the slide. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Right. Between testimony and documents, that's 
correct. 

Mr. STANTON. And isn't it also true that, when witnesses chose 
to follow the laws and testify, the President denied those witnesses 
access to the documents they needed to properly prepare for their 
testimony? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. For some of them, that's correct. 
[Video played.] 
Mr. STANTON. The President was not denied the right to partici­

pate. Quite the opposite, the President has chosen not to partici­
pate. And he has consistently tried to obstruct the impeachment in­
vestigation to ensure no one testifies against him, that no one pro­
duces a document that may incriminate him, and to engage in a 
cover-up to prevent the American people from learning the truth. 

I yield back. 
Mr. CASTOR. Mr. Chairman, may I just say something for 5 sec-

onds? 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. CASTOR. Mr. Chairman, please? 
Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman 

seek--



10962

680 

Mr. CASTOR. No, this is the witness. Can I just say something for 
5 seconds? 

Chairman NADLER. No. 
The gentlelady, Ms. Dean, is recognized. 
Ms. DEAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Goldman, some have argued that we should wait, that we're 

moving too fast, that we should try to get more evidence. Let's ex­
amine why these arguments are without merit. 

President Nixon stated during the Senate Watergate investiga­
tion, quote, "All members of the White House staff will appear vol­
untarily when requested by the committee. They will testify under 
oath, and they will answer fully all proper questions," end quote. 

During the investigation of President Clinton, Ken Starr inter­
viewed White House staff. President Clinton also provided written 
responses to 81 interrogatories from the House Judiciary Com­
mittee. 

Unlike his predecessors, President Trump has categorically 
stonewalled Congress's investigation at every turn. Indeed, as far 
back as April, the President expressed his intent to stonewall. 

[Video played.] 
Ms. DEAN. More recently, on October the 8th, White House coun­

sel Pat Cipollone echoed this sentiment in a letter reflecting the 
President's instruction that all executive branch officials not testify 
in this impeachment inquiry. 

Are you aware of that letter, Mr. Goldman? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, I am. 
Ms. DEAN. And, Mr. Goldman, is it fair to say that President 

Trump is the only President in the history of our country to seek 
to completely obstruct an impeachment inquiry undertaken by this 
House? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is correct. It is unprecedented. 
Ms. DEAN. And, in fact, pursuant to President Trump's order, 12 

executive branch officials refused to testify as part of the House im­
peachment inquiry, 10 of whom defied congressional subpoenas. 
Am I right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes. 
Ms. DEAN. Given the President's sweeping directive not to co­

operate with Congress, did the investigative committees believe 
that there was any chance that other administration officials would 
come forward if subpoenaed? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. No. It became clear that the President was trying 
to block everything and block everyone. And, eventually, they came 
up with an alternative reason to write an opinion to prevent people 
from coming, which is quite an aggressive view that they took. But 
it was quite clear that they were trying to block every single wit­
ness. 

Ms. DEAN. Some have said that the investigative committees 
should have gone to court. Did you decide not to go to court? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. We thought about it a lot because, obviously, 
there are additional witnesses and we want this to be as thorough 
an investigation. But, as you can see from the Deutsche Bank case 
or the McGahn case, it takes months and months to go through the 
appeals court. And that's effectively what the President wants, is 
just to delay this as long as possible into the next election. 
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Ms. DEAN. Let's take a look at that exact case, the McGahn case, 
because we're all intimately aware of it. 

On April 22, this Judiciary Committee served a subpoena fortes­
timony to White House counsel Don McGahn. And after McGahn 
refused to testify on May 21, the committee filed a lawsuit on Au­
gust the 7th to compel his testimony. 

And even though we did request expedited ruling, it was another 
3-1/2 months before Judge Jackson found the Constitution does not 
allow a President to kneecap congressional investigations because, 
as the judge wrote and I put up on this screen, quote, "Presidents 
are not kings." 

As you know, McGahn has appealed, and a hearing is set for 
January the 3rd, now, of next year. 

As we sit here today, 8 months since we issued that subpoena, 
would you agree it's likely we will not have an appeals court ruling 
for many months to come? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. It's quite possible that it could be several more 
months. And then there may be the Supreme Court. 

Ms. DEAN. Exactly. McGahn may appeal to the Supreme Court. 
And, conceivably, that could take another many months? Year? 
More? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. It depends on whether it's this term or it gets 
pushed over to the next term, but yes. 

Ms. DEAN. And given this delay illustrated by the McGahn exam­
ple specifically, would you agree that if we go to court to enforce 
the investigative committees' subpoenas we could face another 
months- or years-long delay to hear testimony? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Absolutely. And there's an ongoing threat, be­
cause the President is trying to cheat to win the next election. It's 
not a-it's not something that happened in the past; it's continuing 
in the future. 

So we cannot delay and just wait for the courts to resolve this 
when the reason why we would have to go to the courts is because 
the President is obstructing an investigation into himself. 

Ms. DEAN. And the urgency is not just about our elections but 
also our national security. Am I right? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is a critical component to it. 
Ms. DEAN. Let me end with this. What is plain is that we cannot 

wait. What is plain is that "wait" means "never." We must not let 
this President disregard, defy, and delay justice. This President has 
shown that he repeatedly abuses the power entrusted to him by the 
people. Every moment we wait is another opportunity to chip away 
at the foundation of our Constitution, so carefully crafted by our 
Founders. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back. 
I yield to Ms. Jackson Lee for a unanimous consent request. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Goldman and Mr. Castor. 
I'd like to submit-or ask unanimous consent to insert in the 

record, referred in my questioning, statement of administration pol­
icy, Department of Defense appropriations--

Chairman NADLER. Without objection. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE [continuing]. August 5--
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Chairman NADLER. Without objection. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE [continuing]. And the call dated July 25. 
Chairman NADLER. Without objection. 
[The information follows:] 
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CHECKS & BALANCES (https://checks-and- --balances.org) -

Press Release 

c:r;1~ r L__ 

New Statement from Checks and Balances on 
President Trump's Abuse of Office 

October 10, 2019 

Statement from co-founders and additional members of Checks & Balances: 

In the past several weeks, it has become clear to any observer of current events 
that the president is abusing the office of the presidency for personal political 
objectives. Although new facts are being revealed on a daily basis, the following 
are undisputed, to date: 

1) In a July 25, 2019, telephone call with the president of Ukraine - a summary of 
which has been released by the White House - the president requested "a favor" 
in the context of a discussion of Ukrainian security matters. Specifically, 
immediately after President Zelensky thanked the president "in the area of 
defense" and indicated a readiness to buy additional armaments consistent with 
a U.S. defense proposal, President Trump asked for "a favor;' The favor was to 
investigate a baseless theory relating to the 2016 investigation into Russian 
interference in the U.S. election. The U.S. president further requested that the 
Ukrainian president coordinate the requested investigation with both his 
personal attorney and the Attorney General of the United States, presenting both 
a blurring of lines between personal legal representation and official U.S. 
government business, and, the appearance of inappropriate politicization of the 
Office of the Attorney General. He then requested, additionally, that the 

115 
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Ukrainian government look into allegations relating to his Democratic 
presidential opponent, Joe Biden, saying "There's a lot of talk about Biden's son, 

that Bi den stopped the prosecution and a lot of people want to find out about 
that so whatever you can do with the Attorney General would be great~ 

2) Between July and September 2019, the Acting Ambassador to Ukraine, Bill 

Taylor, the (former) State Department Special Envoy to Ukraine, Kurt Volker, and 

the Ambassador to the European Union, Gordon Sondland, exchanged a series of 
telephone calls and text messages revealing that U.S. diplomats were involved in 

negotiating an exchange involving a White House meeting and foreign aid on one 
hand, and a Ukrainian investigation into a meritless allegation involving former 

Vice President Joe Biden, on the other hand. The text messages reveal that U.S. 
diplomats were seeking from President Zelensky an assurance that "he will help 
[the] investigation" while concurrently negotiating a "visit to Washington" and 

"security assistance." These circumstances led career Ambassador Taylor to 

communicate that in his judgment it was "crazy to withhold security assistance 
for help with a political campaign." These facts are derived from text messages 

provided to the House of Representatives in connection with the deposition of 
former Special Envoy Volker and have been released publicly. 

3) On October 3, 2019, the president stood in front of U.S. press cameras outside 
the White House and said, "China should start an investigation into the Bidens 

because what happened in China is just about as bad as what happened with 
Ukraine;' The president's statement was broadcast widely. 

A president takes the following oath of office: 

I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully execute the Office of 

President of the United States, and will to the best of my Ability, preserve, 
protect and def end the Constitution of the United States. 

We believe the acts revealed publicly over the past several weeks are 

fundamentally incompatible with the president's oath of office, his duties as 
commander in chief, and his constitutional obligation to "take care that the laws 
be faithfully executed:' These acts, based on what has been revealed to date, are 

https;Jlc.he<:Jra-and-balarices,mgfn1;1:w-stat-emenf..fr-0m-checks.-and-balances-on-presldent-tnirnps-ab1,1se--of-office/ 215 
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a legitimate basis for an expeditious impeachment investigation, vote in the 
House of Representatives and potential trial in the Senate. Additional evidence 
that was detailed in the Special Counsel's Report, related matters of foreign 
emoluments, and persistent obstructive activities should also inform these 
proceedings. In addition, given that some of the critical facts under 
consideration by the Congress have been facilitated by a complaint presented to 
the Inspector General of the U.S. Intelligence Community, any efforts by U.S. 
government personnel to inappropriately pressure, intimidate or expose the 
whistleblower or future whistleblowers who follow the procedures provided by 
law are contrary to the norms of a society that adheres to the rule of law. 

As we said in an April 2019 statement, "free and fair elections, without foreign 
interference, are at the heart of a healthy democracy:' The Special Counsel's 
report revealed, among other things, that the Trump 2016 campaign was open to 
and enthusiastic about receiving Russian government-facilitated assistance to 
gain an advantage in the previous election. The report was not only an 
exposition, it was a warning. The resent circu stances are materiall worse: we 
ha~tj~t a political candidate open to receiving forei@ assistance to be~ter 
his chances at winning an election, but a curren ident o enl and Jjyately 
c~lling.,@ orei@ ru:,vernments to act!vel interfer · mo red of U.S. 
democratic processes, our elections. These activities, which are factually 
undisputed, undermine the integrity of our elections, endanger global U.S. 
security and defense partnerships, and threaten our democracy. 

• Jonathan H. Adler 

• Donald B. Ayer 

• George T. Conway III 

• Carrie F. Cordero 

• Charles Fried 

• Stuart M. Gerson 

• Peter D. Keisler 

• Orin S. Kerr 

• Marisa C. Maleck 
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• Trevor Potter 

• Alan Charles Raul 

• Jonathan C. Rose 

• Paul Rosenzweig 

• Andrew Sagor 

• Jaime D. Sneider 

• J.W. Verret 

Each of us speaks and acts solely in our individual, capacities, and our views should 
not be attributed to any organization with which we may be affiliated. 
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Statement 

Statement in Response to Attorney General Barr's Address at 
Federalist Society (https://checks-and-balances.org/statement­
from-co-founders-and-additional-members-of-checks-balances/) 

Novembe,r 22, 2019 

Media Mention 

Paul Rosenzweig: I'm Proud to Be Called Human Scum 
(https://checks-and-balances.org/paul-rosenzweig-im-proud-to­
be-called-human-scum/) 

October 24, 2019 
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CHECKS & BALANCES (https://checks-and- ---balances.org) 

Mission Statement 

We are a group of attorneys who would traditionally be considered conservative or 
libertarian. We believe in the rule of law, the power of truth, the independence of the 
criminal justice system, the imperative of individual rights, and the necessity of civil 
discourse. We believe these principles apply regardless of the party or persons in 
power. We believe in "a government of laws, not of men:' 

We believe in the Constitution. We believe in free speech, a free press, separation of 
powers, and limited government. We have faith in the resiliency of the American 
experiment. We seek to provide a voice and a network for like-minded attorneys to 
discuss these ideas, and we hope that they will join with us to stand up for these 
principles. 

WHO WE ARE 

Jonathan H. Adler 
Johan Verheij Memorial Professor of Law and Director of the Center for Busin-ess Law & Regulation at Case Western 

Reserve University School of Law. Senior fellow at the Property & Environment Research Center and !he Center for the 
Study of the Administrative State at George Mason University Antonin Scalia School of Law. 

Donald B. Ayer 
Deputy Attorney General, 1989-1990. Principal Deputy Solicitor General, 1986-1988. U.S. Attorney for the Eastern 

District of California, 1981-1986. 

https:;t/checks-and-ha!ances,org/about/ 114 
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C. Frederick Beckner III 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Civil Division, 2006-2009. Former Clerk to Samuel Alito, U.S. Court of Appeals, 3rd 

Circuit 

John B. Bellinger, III 
Legal Advisor to Department of State, 200&-2009. Senior Associate counsel to the President and Legal Advisor to the 

National Security Council 2001-2005. 

Phillip D. Brady 
White House Staff Secretary, 1991-1993. White House Cabinet Secretary, 1989. Deputy Counsel to President Ronald 
Reagan. Deputy Assistant to Vice President George H. W. Bush, 1985-1988. Acting Assistant Attorney General, 1984-

1985. Associate Attorney General, 1983-1984. 

George T. Conway III 
Securities and Corporate Litigation at Wachtel!, Upton. Argued successfully before the Supreme Court in Morrison v. 

National Australia Bank. Declined nomination as assistant attorney general in 2017. 

Carrie F. Cordero 
Robert M. Gates Senior Fellow & General Counsel, Center for a New American Security. Adjunct Professor of Law, 
Georgetown University Law Center. Former Counsel to the Assistant Attorney General for National Security, Senior 

Associate General Counsel at the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and Attorney Advisor at the U.S. 
Department of Justice, 2003-2010. 

Charles Fried 
Beneficial Professor of Law, Harvard Law School, Solicitor General, 198&-1989. Associate Justice of the Supreme 

Judicial Court of Massachusetts, 1995-1999. 

Stuart M. Gerson 
Acting Attorney General, 1993. Assistant Attorney General, 1989-1993. 

Peter D. Keisler 
Acting Attorney General, 2007. Assistant Attorney General, 2003--2007. Acting Associate Attorney General, 2002-2003. 

OrinS.Kerr 
Frances R. and John J. Duggan Distinguished Professor of Law, University of Southern California Gould School of Law. 

Trial Attorney, Department of Justice Criminal Division, 1998-2001. 

https://-Cttecks-and-balances.org/about/ 214 
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Marisa C. Maleck 
Appellate, Constitutional, and Administrative Law at King & Spalding. Former clerk to Justice Clarence Thomas. 

Trevor Potter 
President, Campaign Legal Center; Federal Election Commissioner (1991-1995) and Chairman (1994); Office of Legal 

Policy at the Department of Justice (1982-1984) 

Alan Charles Raul 
Former Vice Chairman of the While House Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board. Fo1mer General Counsel lo the 

Offlce of Management and Budget. Former General Counsel to the Department of Agriculture. Former Associate Counsel 
to the President. 

Tom Ridge 
Secretary of Homeland Security, 2003-2005. Assistant to the President for Homeland Security, 2001-2003. Governor of 

Pennsylvania 

Paul Rosenzweig 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Homeland Security, 2005-2009. 

Ilya Somin 
Professor of Law, Antonin Scalia Law School, George Mason University. 

J.W. Verret 
Associate Professor of Law, Antonin Scalia Law School, George Mason University, Former Chief Economist and Senior 

Counsel to the U.S. House Committee on Financial Services. 

Each of us speaks and acts solely in our individual capacities, and our views should not be 
attributed to any organization we may be affiliated with. 

'I (https://twitter.com/chkbal) @ (mailto:media@checks-and­
balances.org) 
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MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION 

( PkgNumberShort J 

Declassified by order of the President 

September 24, 2019 

SUBJECT: ~Telephone conversation with Presid.ent 
Zelenskyy of Ukraine 

PARTICIPANTS: President Zelenskyy of Ukraine 

Notetakers, The White House Situation·Room 

DATE, TIME 
AND PLACE: 

July 25, 2019, 9:03 - 9:33 a.m. EDT 
Residence 

ts;'N"' 1'he President: Congratulations on a great victory. We all 
watched from the United States and you did a terrific job. The 
way .you came from behind, ·somebody who wasn't given much of a 
chance, and you ended up winning easily. It's a fantastic 
achievement. Congratulations. 

(i!7'm!l • President Zelenskyy: You ·are absolutely right Mr. 
President .. We did win big and we worked hard for .this. We worked 
a lot but I would like to confess to you that I had qn 
opportunity to learn from you. We used quite a few of your 
skills and knowledge and were able to use .it as an example for 
our elections and yes it is true that these were unique 
elections. We were in a unique situation that we were able to 

CAUTION! A Memoran~ of a Telephone Conv$.rsation (TELCON) iS not a verbatim transcript of a 
discussion. The te:lC.t in this document records the notes and recollections of Situation Room Puty 
·officers and·NSC policy staff assigned t.o listen.and memorialize the con:versation in written form 
as the conversation taltes place. A nuffiPet; of factors can affect 'thEI accuracy of the recoi;-d, 
includi'.9,g poor telecommunications connections and variations in a·ccent and/or interpretation. . 
The word •iinaudible•r is used to indicate portions of a conversation that the nobetaker was. -unable 
to hear. ' 

Classified By: 2354726 
Derived From: NSC SCG 
Declassify On: 20441231 



10975

693 

2 

achieve a unique success. I'm able to tell you the following; 
the first time,, you· called me to ·congratulate me :when I won my 
presidential election, and the second time you are now calling 
me when my party won the parliamentary election. I think I 
should run more often sb you can call me more often and we can 
talk over the phone more often. 

"ii!!,'ttPj •The President: [laughter] That's a very good idea. I 
think yo:ur c·ount_ry is very happy about that. 

""tl!l)1!U:1l" '!?:i:esident Zelenskn: Well yes, to tell you the truth, we 
are trying to work hard because we wanted to drain the swamp 
here in our country. We brought in many many new people. Not the 
old politicians, not the typical politicians., because we want to 
have a new format and a new type of government .. You are a great 
teacher for us and in that. 

~ The President: Well it's very nice of you to say that. I 
will say that we do'a lot for Ukraine. We spend a lot of effort 
and a lot'of time. Much more than the European countries are 
doing and they should be helping you more than'they are. Germany 
does almost nothing for you. All they do is talk and I think 
it's something that you should.really ask them about. When I'was 
speaking to Aµgela Merkel she talks Ukraine, but she ·doesn't do 
anything. A lot of the European countries are the.same way· so I 
think it's something you want to look at but the United States 
has been very·very good to Ukraine. I wouldn't say that it's 
reciprocal necessarily because things are happening ·that are not 
good but the United States has been very very·good to Ukraine. 

(8tM,! President Zelenskyy: Yes you are absolutely right. Not 
only 100%, but actually 1000% and I can tell you the following; 
I did talk to Angela \11erkel and I did meet.with her. I also met 
and talked with Macron and I told them that they are not doing 
quite as much as they need to be doing on the issues with the 
sanctions. They are not enforc·ing the sanctions. They are not 
working as much as they should work for Ukraine: It ·turns out 
that even though logically, the European Union should be our 
biggest-partner but technically the United· States is a much 
bigger partner than"the European Union and· I'm very grateful to 
you for that because the United States is doing quite a· lot for 
Ukraine. Much more than the European Union especially when we 
are talking ~bout sanctions against the Russian Federation. I 
would also li]$:e to thank you'for your great support iri the area 
of defense. We are ready to continue to cooperate for the next 
steps specifically we are almost.ready to buy more Javelins from 
the United States for defense purposes. 
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•~ The President: I would like you to do us a favor though 
because our country has been through a lot and Ukraine knows a 
lot about it. I would like you to find out what happened with 
this whole situation with Ukraine, they say Crowdstrike ... I guess 
you have one of your weal thy people ... The server, they say 
Ukraine has it. There-are a lot of things that went on, the 
.whole situation .. I think you're surrounding yourse·lf with some 
of the same people. I .would lik~ to have the Attorney General 
call you or your people and I would like you to get to the 
bottom of it;_As you saw yesterday, that whole nonsense ended 
with a very poor performance by a man named Robert Muelle_r, an 
incompetent performance, but they say a lot of it started with 
Ukraine. Whatever you can do, ·it's very important that you.do it 
if that I s possible. 

tO,'HF),President Zelenskyy: Yes it is. very important for me and 
everything that you just mentioned earlier. For me as a 
President,: it is very important and we are open for any future 
cooperation. We are ready to open a new page on cooperation in 
relations between the United States and Ukraine. For that 
purpose, I just recalled our ambassador from United States and 
he will be replaced by a very competent and very experienced 
ambassador who will work hard ori making sure that our two 
nations are getting closer. I would also like and hope to see 
him having your trust and your confidence and.have personal 
relations·with you so we can cooperate eyen more so. I will 
personally teil you that one.of my assistants spoke with Mr. 
Giuliani just recently and we are hoping very much that Mr. 
Giuliani will be able to travel to Ukraine and.we will meet once 
he comes to Ukraine. I just wanted to assure you once again that 
you have nobody but friends around. us. I w_ill make sure -that . I 
surround myself with the best and most experienced people._ I 
also wanted to tell you that we are friends. We are great 
friends and you Mr. President have. friends in our country so we 
can continue our strategic·partnership. I also plan to surround 
myself with great people and in addition to that investigation, 
I guarantee as the President of Ukraine that all the 
investigations will be done openly and candidly .. That I can 
assure you .. 

~ The Pre·sident: Good because I· heard you had a prosecutor 
who· was very good and he was shut down and that's really unfair. 
A lot of people are talking about that, the way they shut your 
very good prosecutor down and you had some very bad people 
involved. Mr. Giuliani is a highly respected man. He was the_ 
mayor bf New York Ci.ty, a great mayor, and I would like him to 
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call you. I will ask him to call you along with the Attorney· 
General. Rudy very much knows what's happening and he is a very 
capable guy. If you could speak to him that would be great. The 
forme:i:: ambassador from the United States,· the woman, was bad 
news and the people she was dealing with in the Ukraine.were bad 
news so I just want to let you know that. The otl;ler thing, 
There's a lot of talk about Biden•s son, that Biden stopped the 
prosecution and a lot of people want to find out about that so 
whatever you can do with the Attorney General would be great. 
Biden went around bragging that he stopped the prosecution so if 
you can look into it... It sounds horrible to me. 

t~ President Zelenskyy: I wanted to tell ·you about the 
prosecutor. First of all I underE1tand arid I'm knowledgeable 
about the situation. Since we have ~on the absolute majority in 
our Parliament; the next prosecutor general will be 100% my 
person, my candidate, who will be approved by the parliament and 
will start-as a new prosecutor in September. He or she will look 
into the situation., specifically to the company that you 

-mentioned in this issue. The issue of the investigation of the 
case is actually the issue of making sure to restore the honesty 
so we wi.11 take care of· that and will. work on the investigation 
of the case. On top of that, I would kindly ask you if you have 
any additional information that you can provide ·to µs, it would. 
be very helpful'for the investigation tb make· sure that we 
administer justice in our country with regard to the Ambassador 
to the United States from Ukraine as far as I recall her name 
was Ivanovich. It was great that you were the first one. who told 
me that she was a bad ambassador because I agree with you 100%. 
Her attitude towards me was far from the best as she admired the 
previous President and she was on his side. She would not accept 
me as a new President· well enough. 

ts,'!tP; The President: Well, ·she's going to go through some 
things. I will have Mr. Giuliani give you a call and I am. also 
going to have Attorney General Barr call and we will get to· the 
bottom of it. I'm sure you will figure it out. I heard the 
prosecutor was treated very badly and he was a very fair 
prosecutor so good luck with everything. Your. economy is going· 
to get better and better I predict. You have a lot of assets. 
It's a great country. I have many Ukrainian friends, their 
incredible people. 

!SJ'MF!•President Zelenskyv: I would like to tell you that I also 
have.quite a few Ukrainian friends that live iri the United· 
States. Actually last time I traveled to the United States, I 
stayed in New York near Central Park and I stayed at the Trump 
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Tower. I will talk to them and I hope to see t.hem· a.gain in the 
future. I also wanted to.thank you for your invitation to visit 
the United States, specifically Washington DC. On .the other 
hand, I also want to ensure you that we will be very serious 
about the case and will work on the investigation. As to.the 
economy, there is much potential for our two countries and one 
of the ·issues.that is very important for Ukraine is• energy 
independence. I believe we can be very successful. and 
cooperating on energy independence with united States. We are 
already working on cooperation. We a:tebuying American oil but I 
am very hopeful for·a future meeting. we will have more time and 
more opportunities to discuss these opportunities and get to 
know each other better. I would like to thank you very much for 
your st;tpport 

!O,'Hili · The President: Good. Well., tbank 'you very much and I 
appreciate that. I will tell Rudy and Attorney General Barr to 
call. Thank you. Whenever you would like ·to come to the White 
House, feel free to call. Give us a date and we'll work that 
out. I look forward to seeing you. 

+~~ President ·zelenskyy: Thank you very much. I would be very 
happy to come and would be happy to meet with you personally and 
get to know you better. i am looking forward to our meeting arid 
I also would like to invite you to visit Ukraine and come to the 
city bf Kyiv which is a beautiful city. we have a beautiful 
country which would welcome you. On the other hand, I believe 
that on September 1 we will be in Poland and we can meet in 
Poland hopefully. After that, it might be a very good idea for 
you to travel to Ukraine. We can either take my plane and go to 
Ukraine or we can take your plane, which is probably much better 
than mine. 

t~The President: Okay, ·we can work that out. I look forward 
to seeing you in Washington and maybe in Poland because I think 
we are going to be there at that time. 

(El;'HF;•President·Zelenskyy: Thank you very much Mr. President. 

!l'l;'HF! The President: Congratulations on a fantastic job you •ve 
done. The whole world was watching. I'm not sure it was so much 
of an upset but congratulations. 

~ President Zelenskyy: Thank you Mr. President bye-bye. 

End of Conversation 
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Chairman NADLER. Mr. Armstrong. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, Mr. Castor, it's been a long day. It's been a long couple 

months. You've been in the middle of this, and I know previously 
you wanted to say something, so. 

Mr. CASTOR. Thank you. I've resisted my willingness to be ath­
letic here in the afternoon, but I want to say a few things. 

First of all, the Republicans on the Intelligence Committee sub­
mitted a number of subpoenas, and we never got a vote. There was 
a motion to table that disposed of them. Ranking Member Nunes 
sent a letter on November 8 asking for witnesses. Ranking Member 
Collins sent a letter on December 6 asking for witnesses. 

Some of these witnesses would've touched at the heart of the 
issue that our members are concerned about, and that is, you 
know, were Ukrainians trying to interfere with our elections? I 
mean, this is a fact that is meritorious of investigation. The 
Ukrainians ought to investigate it, and, to the extent it happened 
here in the U.S., we ought to be investigating it. 

And so, to the extent, you know, that hasn't happened, Repub­
licans have attempted to do that during this process. So I'd like to 
say that. 

And I have a couple other things, Mr. Armstrong-­
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Go ahead. 
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. If I may. 
You know, Ambassador Sondland is, you know, relied on, and he 

went from a witness that was not very favorable to very favorable 
at his hearing. 

And one of the remarkable statements at his hearing was that 
everyone was in the loop. You know, he types up this email to 
Pompeo, to the Secretary, and the emails that he used to dem­
onstrate that everyone was in the loop are not conclusive at all. 

You know, he talks about this statement that was going back 
and forth during the early part of August. First of all, Volker said 
all along that he didn't think the statement was a good idea. 
Volker and Yermak toyed around with the statement, and ulti­
mately both sides decided that it wasn't a good plan, so they didn't 
do it. 

And so the fact that Sondland is emailing the Secretary, talking 
about this statement and so forth, it's just-this doesn't show that 
everyone's in the loop. 

Ambassador Hale testified to us that people at the State Depart­
ment, they don't just email the Secretary. I mean, the Secretary 
gets email, of course, but it's not like this. You know, there's a 
whole secretariat that filters his email. And so it's not-emailing 
the Secretary of State is not quite as simple as I think Ambassador 
Sondland made it seem here. And so I just wanted to address that. 

We talked a couple times about the reliability of George Kent's 
notes. One of Ambassador Volker's assistants, Catherine Croft, tes­
tified-and it was a rather startling piece of testimony. She was 
asked whether Kent's notes would be reliable. It was sort of a typ­
ical question, and everyone expecting the answer to be yes-except 
she said, no, I don't think Kent's notes would be reliable. 

So I think that's important to put on the record, you know, that 
there is evidence that, you know, perhaps Mr. Kent, you know, felt 
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some emotions about some of these issues, and his notes, at least 
according to one State Department official, might not, in fact, be 
reliable. 

The CNN interview that there's been discussion about. Okay, 
there was discussion about possibly doing a statement, which was 
canned. You know, maybe there was discussion of a CNN inter­
view, but we did not really get to the bottom of that. That was sort 
of this amorphous fact that was out there. Ambassador Taylor tes­
tified that he was worried it would happen, but we didn't really 
talk to anyone that could tell us precisely what was going to occur, 
you know, in the CNN interview and whether President Zelensky 
was actually going to do it. 

If you look back at the statement that Yermak and Volker were 
talking about, Yermak wasn't comfortable doing it. And so, when 
it comes to the CNN interview, it's possible that Yermak would've 
advised President Zelensky not to say what people thought he was 
going to say. 

So, anyway, I'm sorry, Mr. Armstrong, for-­
Mr. ARMSTRONG. No. You've--
Mr. CASTOR [continuing]. Taking so much time. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG [continuing]. Worked hard, and you deserve it. 
I just want to end and summarize with this, that because you 

cannot prove a crime-and the chairman went on TV yesterday and 
said they'd get a conviction in 3 minutes, but my question is, for 
what crime? 

The Mueller conspiracy fell flat. The obstruction charge was 
abandoned when the public hearing was over. Campaign finance is 
a nonstarter. The victim of conspiracy-or the victim of bribery and 
extortion says he's not a victim. 

Because you can't prove any of it does not mean you can use all 
of it. And that's no way to prosecute a case, and it is no way to 
proceed with impeachment. 

Thank you. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. 
Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Chairman? Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell. 
Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell is recognized. 
Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell is recognized. 
Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, Mr. Goldman, I want to come back and highlight what I 

think is the biggest national security threat, and that's foreign in­
terference into our elections. 

And I can tell you that in Florida we're extremely concerned 
about the security of our elections and the potential for election in­
terference by foreign governments, especially Russia, because Flor­
ida, my home State, was a victim of Russian hacking in 2016, and 
there's every indication that they're trying to do the same thing 
right now. 

Our country was founded on the premise that our elected officials 
are elected by the people. But President Trump doesn't share these 
ideas. He has and continues to demand foreign interference into 
our elections. He doesn't want the American people to decide. He's 
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inviting foreign interference, allowing foreign governments to de­
cide that for us. 

Mr. Goldman, it's been confirmed that President Trump's cam­
paign actively sought Russia's interference in our 2016 elections, 
correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. What Special Counsel Mueller said is that Presi­
dent Trump did invite them and solicit them to hack Hillary Clin­
ton's emails. Ultimately, the Trump campaign, I think, was-knew 
about the interference, welcomed it, and utilized it. 

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Right. And, in 2016, Trump said, "Rus­
sia, if you're listening," and within 5 hours Russian intelligence 
targeted the emails of Trump's opponent. 

On October 3, 2019, when asked what he hoped President 
Zelensky would do about the Bidens, this is what President Trump 
said. 

[Video played.] 
Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. And let me just point out, the President 

doesn't mention corruption, does he, Mr. Goldman? 
Mr. GOLDMAN. No, he doesn't. As I said, it became quite clear in 

all of his comments and all of the other witnesses that any mention 
of corruption or anticorruption was really meant-and the evidence 
showed this-was really a euphemism for the investigations. 

Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. Correct. 
And Trump is not only asking-President Trump-excuse me­

is not only asking Ukraine, but he also says China should start in­
vestigating his political opponents. 

The President's pattern of behavior is incredibly disturbing. Rus­
sia, Ukraine, China-he's inviting three countries to help him in 
his reelection campaign. And, Mr. Goldman, I don't see any reason 
to believe he wouldn't ask any other governments-for example, 
Venezuela. Correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. He could-I mean, at this point, he has shown not 
only a willingness to do it multiple times but, I think, more impor­
tantly, for all of the members' consideration, he's also shown a lack 
of contrition, a lack of acknowledgement that what he is doing is 
wrong and that it is wrong. And if you don't recognize that it is 
wrong, then there is no reason why you won't do it again if you've 
already done it. 

Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. Exactly. I mean, we saw Giuliani in 
Ukraine just 3 days ago. And, last night, I want to point out that 
The Washington Post actually released an article saying that Rudy 
Giuliani has been, now, advising on how to open a back channel 
between President Trump and Maduro. So I'm very worried about 
that. 

Now, I don't think we have any time to wait to see if any coun­
tries are now going to take him up on the offer to help him in his 
reelection campaign. 

Mr. Goldman, did the investigative committees reach any conclu­
sions about the ongoing threats, the continuing risk that the Presi­
dent poses? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Yes, for the same reasons that we just discussed. 
And I think the June television interview with George Stephan­
opoulos this year, where the President indicated that he would 
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once again welcome foreign interference, is another data point to 
understand where it is. 

And I would just say to Mr. Reschenthaler, who was ques­
tioning-was saying that he's got such a great record and that the 
Democrats just don't want him to win, the question is, if that is 
the case-and that very well may be the case-then why does he 
need to cheat to win the election? Why can't he just--

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Exactly. 
Mr. GOLDMAN [continuing]. Go on his own platform? 
Ms. MucARSEL-POWELL. I think the Constitution demands that 

the President follow the rule of law and fight to keep our elections 
fair, free of corruption, and free of Russian interference-excuse 
me-foreign interference. 

Now, I know that I was elected by the people of Florida and I 
work only for the people of this country. I'm not going to let, while 
I'm in office, anyone interfere in our elections or threaten our de­
mocracy. 

The continuing pattern of behavior we've seen from this Presi­
dent should be a warning to the American people that it is a begin­
ning of a dictatorship, which I have seen in Latin America. I've wit­
nessed men in office abuse the power, inviting foreign interference 
and also obstructing any checks on their power. 

The Constitution-the Constitution-has no partisan allegiance. 
We cannot allow this behavior from this President or any future 
President. Our democracy depends on it. 

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back. 
I recognize Mr. Jordan for--
Mr. JORDAN. Thank you. 
Chairman NADLER [continuing]. The purpose of a unanimous 

consent request. 
Ms. ESCOBAR. Mr. Chairman? 
Chairman NADLER. I recognize Mr. Jordan for the purpose of a 

unanimous consent request. 
Mr. JORDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The majority's witness was wrong when he said that we were 

able to subpoena people and get our witnesses here. 
Chairman NADLER. Your unanimous consent request? 
Mr. JORDAN. We were not. So I ask unanimous consent to enter 

into the record the two letters sent to Chairman Nadler and the 
other one to--

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the material will be en­
tered into the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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December 6, 20 I 9 
It.$. J,ou!>t of 31\tprt£>tntattbt£> 

~ommtttee on tue Jubtdarp 
The Honorable Jerrold Nadler 
Chairman 
Committee on the Judiciary 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Nadler: 

1lijlm1bingto11, Jlq(: 20515-6216 
<Ottr j'(lmtbrtb §l>ixtcrntb ili:onur,gs 

In J 998, you joined your Democratic colleagues in stating that in an impeachment inquiry the 
President deserves not only the presumption of innocence and the right to confront witnesses, but 
"due process quadrupled." You stated: 

[T]he Majority position represents a breathtaking denial of the President's right to the 
presumption of innocence and his right to confront any witnesses making accusations 
against him. Although the Committee is not bound as a matter of House Rules to provide 
these protections, we believe it is incumbent upon the Committee to provide these basic 
protections. As Rep. Barbara Jordan (D-TX) observed during the Watergate inquiry, 
impeachment not only mandates due process, but of [ sic J 'due process quadrupled.' 1 

Chai11nan Schiff failed to provide those protections during his phase of this "impeachment 
inquiry." Rather than "due process quadrupled," he provided zero due process to the President. 
We hope that changes now that the "impeachment inquiry" has finally come to the Judiciary 
Committee-the committee that historically has handled the entire impeachment process in the 
House of Representatives. 

Thus far, the only witnesses Chairman Schiff has permitted to testify publicly are those he has 
previously vetted and approved in a private deposition setting. He did not permit Republicans or 
the President to call any additional witnesses. We hope that will change. To provide context and 
transparency about the underlying facts at issue in this "impeachment inquiry," the American 
people deserve to hear from the following witnesses in the Judiciary Committee: 

1. Chairman Adam Schiff. There is no indication the Judiciary Committee will hold 
any heatings with fact witnesses, and instead, will have to rely on a rcpo1t written by 
Chairman Schiff and his staff. As the author of the Intelligence Committee report and 
the chief prosecutor for the House, it is imperative that Chairman Schiff testify before 
this committee and entertain questions from duly elected Members of Congress, At a 
minimum, he should testify about his report, just as Special Counsel Robert Mueller 
and Independent Counsel Ken Starr testified to this Committee about their reports. 

2. The anonymous whistleblower whose complaint initiated this "impeachment 
inquiry." As you stated in 1998, the President should be afforded the opportunity to 

'H.R. Rep. 105-830, 105"' Cong. 126 at264-265 (1998). 
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confront his accusers. The anonymous whistleblower is the accuser who initiated this 
impeachment process. Moreover, the Inspector General of the Intelligence 
Community reported that the whistleblower had a bias against President Trump.2 
And public reporting suggests he or she worked closely with Vice President Biden3 

and coordinated his or her complaint with Chairman Adam Schiff or his staff.4 The 
President and the public deserve to learn about these interactions. Additionally, it is 
important to the American people to hear definitively how the whistleblower 
developed his or her information; to whom the whistleblower may have fed the 
information and how treatment of classified information may have led to the false 
narrative being perpetrated by the Democrats during this process. This testimony can 
be conducted in a way that does not reveal the identity of the whistleblower. 

3. All individuals relied upon by the anonymous whistleblower in drafting his or 
her complaint. The whistleblower's complaint suggests the whistleblower received 
accounts of President Trump's July 25 phone call and associated information from 
"more than half a dozen" sources. 5 These sources provided information that does not 
match the testimony from witnesses before the Intelligence Committee, especially as 
it relates to whether the President conditioned a face-to-face visit or U.S. military 
assistance on announcing or opening investigations. The whistleblower's complaint 
alleged that most, if not all, of these individuals had firsthand information related to 
the whistleblower's claims, making their testimony particularly relevant to the 
American public. 

4. The Intelligence Community employee who spoke with Lieutenant Colonel 
Alexander Vindman about President Trnmp's July 25 phone call. During his 
public testimony, Lt. Col. Vindman testified that he shared details of President 
Trump's July 25 call with two individuals outside of the White House: Department of 
State Deputy Assistant Secretary George Kent, and "an individual in the Intelligence 
Community."6 Lt. Col. Vindman, with the support of his lawyer and Chairman Schiff, 
declined to identify that individual because it might reveal the identity of the 
whistleblower, even though both Lt. Col. Vindman and Chairman Schiff claim not to 
know the identity of the whistleblower.7 Because neither Chairman Schiff nor Lt. Col. 

2 Memorandum Opinion for the General Counsel Office of the Director of National Intelligence, 43 Op. Off. Legal 
Counsel at *4 (Sept. 3, 2019) (slip opinion). 
3 Arden Farhi & Kathryn Watson, "Whistleblowcr had 'prior working relationship' with current 2020 Democrat, 
source says," CBS News, Oct. 9, 2019, available at https://www.cbsnews.com/news/the-whistleblower-complaint­
whistleblower-had-prior-working-relationship-with-current-2020-democratic-candidate/. 
• Julian E. Barnes et al., "Schiff Got Early Account of Accusations as Whistle-Blower's Concerns Grew," NY 
Tll\1ES, Oct 2, 2019, available al https://www.nytimes.com/2019/10/02/us/politics/adam-schiff-whistleblower.html. 
5 See letter to Richard Burr, Chainnan, S. Sel. Comm. on Intel., & Adam Schiff, Chairman, H. Perm. Se!. Comm. on 
Intel. (Aug. 12, 2019). 
6 U.S. House of Rep. Permanent Select Comm. on Intelligence, Impeachment Inquiry: Ms. Jennifer Williams and Lt. 
Col. Alexander Vindman, Hr'g Tr. at 58-59 (November 19, 2019). 
1 Id; U.S. House of Rep. Permanent Select Comm. on Intelligence, Impeachment Inquiry: Amb. William B. Taylor 
and Mr. George Kent, Hr'g Tr. 17:23-25 (November 13, 2019). 

2 
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Vindman know who the whistleblower is, identifying who in the Intelligence 
Community Lt. Col. Vindman spoke with would not reveal the identity of the 
whistleblower, Hearing from this individual would bring transparency to the process, 
afford fairness to the accused, and provide the American people with critical facts 
underlying the current allegations. 

5. Devon Archer, former board member ofBurisma Holdings. Burisma has a 
reputation for corruption, as confirmed by nearly all witnesses who have testified in 
this "impeachment inquiry." Mr. Archer is Hunter Biden's long-term business partner 
and served as a board member ofBurisma Holdings with Mr. Biden. Mr. Archer's 
experience with Burisma will shed light on the nature and extent of Ukraine's private­
sector corruption generally, and at Burisma specifically. Additionally, according to 
public reports, Mr'. Archer has donated over $40,000 to political candidates and 
PACs.8 Members of this Committee should have the opportunity to probe whether 
those funds derived from a corrupt Ukrainian company-in this case, Burisma­
whose founder is currently under investigation for embezzlement of state funds.9 This 
information bears directly on President Trnmp's longstanding skepticism of the 
country. 

6. Hunter Biden, former board member of Burisma Holdings. As noted above, 
Burisma has a reputation for cormption and has been subject to multiple 
anticorruption investigations. According to public repot1s, Hunter Biden was 
recruited to sit on its board to improve its public image at the time when his father, 
Vice President Joe Biden, was the Obama Administration's point person for Ukraine 
policy. 10 Mr. Biden was paid a substantial sum without having any obvious 
qualifications. Multiple Democrat-invited witnesses testified during this 
"impeachment inquiry" that this created at least the appearance ofimpropriety. 11 Mr. 
Biden's experience with Burisma will help the public understand the nature and 
extent of corruption at Burisma and in Ukraine. Again, this information bears 
directly on President Trump's longstanding skepticism of the country. 

7. Nellie Ohr, former contractor for opposition research firm Fusion GPS. In a 
2018 interview with the House Judiciary and Oversight Committees, Ms. Ohr stated 
that Fusion GPS used inf01mation from sources in Ukraine to compile the now 
infamous "Steele Dossier," which was used by the FBI to spy on President Trump's 

8 OpenSecrets.org, Devon Archer, available at https://www.opensecrets.org/search?q=devon+archcr&lype=donors. 
9 Zhegulev, Ilya, "Ukraine widens probe against Burisma founder to embezzlement of state funds," Reuters, 
November 20, 2019, available al https://www.rcuters.comfarticle/us•usa-trump-impeachment•burisma/ukraine­
widens-probe-against-burisma-founder-to-embezzlement-of-state-funds-idUSKBNlXU2N7. 
1° Kenneth Vogel & Iuliia Mendel, "Biden Faces Conflicts of Interest Questions that are Being Promoted by Trump 
and Allies," NY TIMES, May 1, 2019, available at https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/0l/us/politics/biden-son­
ukraine.html. 
11 See e.g., U.S. House of Rep. Pcnnanent Select Comm. on Intelligence, Impeachment Inquiry: Mr. George Kent, 
Hr'g Tr. 94-95 (November 13, 2019) & Amb. Marie Yovanovitch, Hr'g Tr. 134-136 (Nov. 15, 2019). 

3 
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2016 presidential campaign. 12 Given President Trump's documented belief that 
Ukrainians meddled in the 2016 election, which forms the basis for a reasonable 
desire for Ukraine to investigate potential election meddling by Ukrainians, Ms. Ohr 
is a relevant fact witness who will help the public more fully understand the facts and 
circumstances surrounding involvement by Ukrainians in the 2016 election. 

8. Alexandra Chalupa, former Democratic National Committee (DNC) staffer. 
During the 2016 U.S. presidential election, Alexandra Chalupa, a former DNC staffer 
and contractor, worked with the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington, D.C. to obtain 
political dirt on then-candidate Trump's campaign. 13 Ms. Chalupa admitted to 
providing anti-Trump dirt to the DNC and the Hillary Clinton campaign, and to 
discussing that dirt with then-Ukrainian Ambassador to the United States Valeriy 
Chaly .14 Given President Trump's documented belief that Ukrainians meddled in the 
2016 election, Ms. Chalupa is a relevant fact witness who will help the public 
understand the basis for President Trump's belief that Ukrainians meddled in the 
2016 presidential election. And Ms. Chalupa herself has stated publicly that she is 
"on a mission to testify." 15 

On November 20, the New York Times editorial board called on Congress "to hear from more 
witnesses before an impeachment vote." 16 We expect you to follow this reasonable advice by 
calling each of the witnesses listed above to testify before this Committee to ensure a full 
evaluation of the facts and to cure the procedural and fairness defects injected into these 
proceedings by Chairman Schiff. We also expect you to call all the witnesses, if any, requested 
by the President. That will be necessary to ensure at least a modicum of fairness and due process 
is afforded to the President, and, more importantly, the American electorate. · 

With the exception of Chairman Schiff, we request that you immediately issue subpoenas to 
compel the testimony of the individuals listed above pursuant to H. Res. 660, Section 4(c). 17 We 
reserve the right to request additional witnesses, if necessary, as more facts come to light. 

Sincerely, 

'2 Transcribed Interview of Nellie Ohr, House Comm. ou tJ1e Jud. & House Comm. on Oversight and Gov. Reform, 
Wash., D.C., al l 13-115 (Oct. 19, 2018). 
13 Kenneth Vogel & David Stern, "Ukrainian Efforts to Sabotage Trump Backfire," POLITICO, Jan. 11, 2017, 
available al https://www.politico.com/stoiy/2017/0l/ukraine-sabotage-trump-backfire-233446. 
14 See Ltr. from Hon. Devin Nunes et al, Ranking Member, House Penn. Select Comm, on Intel., to Hon. Adam 
Schiff, Chairn1an, House Perm. Select Comm. on Intel. (Nov. 9, 2019} (discussing the role of Ms. Chalupa in tJ1e 
2016 election). 
15 Natasha Bertrand and Kyle Cheney, "'I'm on a mission to testify': Dem Ukraine activist eager for impeachment 
cameo," POLITICO, Nov. 12, 2019, available at https://www.politico.com/news/20 I 9/l l/12/alexandra-chalupa­
testify-impeachmcnt-069817, 
16 The Editorial Board, "Sondland Has Implicated the President and His Top Men," NY TIMES, Nov. 20, 2019, 
available at https://www.nytimes.com/2019/l l/20/opinion/sondland-impeachment-hearings.htmt 
17 See H. Res. 660, Sec. 4(c)(l). 

4 
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The Honorable Adam Schiff 
Chairman 

November 9.2019 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington. DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Schiff: 

In March 2019. prior to unilaterally initiating an •'impeachment inquiry .. in the House of 
Representatives, Speaker Pelosi said that "'impeachment is so divisive to the country that unless 
there's something so compelling and overwhelming and bipartisan. I don't think we should go 
down that path because it divides the country:· 1 Today. eight months after Speaker Pelosi"s 
statement. there is bipartisan opposition in the House of Representatives to pursuing 
impeachment.2 Undeterred. Speaker Pelosi and you now plan to move your one-sided and purely 
political "'impeachment inquiry .. from behind closed doors to open hearings next week. 

Speaker Pelosi promised the "impeachment inquiry" would "treat the President with 
faimess."3 You have failed to honor the Speaker's promise. During the Committee's last open 
hearing. you fabricated evidence out of thin air to portray President Trump· s telephone 
conversation with President Zelensky in a sinister light.4 During your closed-door proceedings. 
you offered no due process protections for the President. You directed witnesses called by the 
Democrats not to answer Republican questions. You withheld deposition transcripts from 
Republican Members. You selectively leaked cherry-picked information to paint misleading 
public narratives about the facts. You misled the American people about your interactions with 
the anonymous whistleblower. earning you "Four Pinocchios .. from the Washington Post.' Your 
actions have greatly damaged the integrity of the Intelligence Committee and any legitimacy of 
your --impeachment inquiry." 

Americans see through this sham impeachment process. despite the Democrats· efforts to 
retroactively legitimize it last week. The resolution that Democrats passed last week-over 
bipartisan opposition-limits the rights of minority Members beyond those prescribed in the 
House Rules and prevents minority Members from fully and fairly participating in the 
proceedings. While in traditional hearings the minority is permitted the ability to call a witness. 
the resolution only allows minority Members to suggest a witness list and requires them to 

'Nicholas Fandos. lmpeacMng Trump ls 'Not Worrh It," Nancy Pelosi Says. N.Y. Times, Mar. ! I, 2019. 
2 1-l, Res, 660. l 16'h Cong. (2019) (roll call vote 604), 
3 Speaker Nancy Pelosi. Transcript of Pelosi Weekly Press Conference Today {Oct. 2. 2019). 
' "Whistleblower Disclosure": Hearing o(rhe H Perm. Se/. Comm. on f111el/igence, 116th Cong. (2019) (statement 
of Rep. Adam Schiff, Chairman). 
'Glenn Kessler, Schiffsfalse claim his commillee had nor spoken to 1he ll'histleblower, Wash. Post. Oct. 4, 2019. 

PAJN'fED ON ~ECYCLEO PAPER 
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provide "a detailed wTittenjustification of the.relevance of the testimony of each requested 
witness.',,; The minority Members must identify all potential witnesses we wish to call before 
knov,ing the number, topics, or scope of hearings you intend to convene. 7 The Democrats' 
impeachment process against President Trump is a drastic departure from bipartisan precedent 
for presidential impeachment proceedings. 

To provide transparency to your otherwise opaque and unfair process, and after 
consultation with Ranking Member Jim Jordan and Ranking Member Michael McCaul, the 
American people deserve to hear from the following witnesses in an open setting: 

1. Devon Archer, former board member of Burisma Holdings. Multiple Democrat 
witnesses in closed-door testimony explained that Ukrainian energy company Burisma 
has a reputation in Ukraine for corruption. Mr. Archer is Hunter Biden's long-term 
business partner and served as a board member ofBurisma Holdings with Mr. Biden. 
Mr. Archer's firsthand experiences with Burisma can assist the American public in 
understanding the nature and extent of Ukraine's pervasive corruption, information that 
bears directly on President Trump's longstanding and deeply-held skepticism of the 
country. 

2. Hunter Biden, former board member of Burisma Holdings. As stated previously, 
Burisma has a reputation in Ukraine for corruption. According to public reporting, 
Burisma recruited Mr. Biden to its board to improve its public image at a time when Mr. 
Biden's father, Vice President Joe Biden, was the Obama Administration's point person 
for Ukraine policy.8 Mr. Biden reportedly received $50,000 a month for his presence on 
Burisma's board.9 Deputy Assistant Secretary George Kent testified that he raised 
concerns in 201 S to Vice President Biden' s office about the appearance of a conflict of 
interest stemming from Mr. Biden's position on Burisma's board. Ambassador Marie 
Y ovanovitch testified that the Obama State Department prepared her to address Mr. 
Biden' s position on Burisma during her confirmation hearing to be ambassador to 
Ukraine. As with Mr. Archer, Mr. Biden's firsthand experiences with Burisma can assist 
the American public in understanding the nature and extent of Ukraine's pervasive 
corruption, information that bears directly on President Trump's longstanding and 
deeply-held skepticism of the country. 

3. Alexandra Chalupa, former Democratic National Committee (DNC) staffer. During 
the 2016 U.S. presidential election, Alexandra Chalupa, a fonner DNC staffer and 
contractor, worked with the Ukrainian Embassy in Washington, D.C. to try and get 
political dirt on then-candidate Trump's campaign.10 She has admitted to providing anti-

6 H. Res. 660, supra note 2. 
7 ld. 
8 Ketmeth P. Vogel & luliia Mendel, Bidenfaces conflicts q{interest questions that are being promoted by Trump 
and allies, N.Y. Times, May l, 2019. 
9Jd 
10 Kenneth P. Vogel & David Stem, Ukrainian efforts to sabotage Trump backfire, Politico, January 11, 2017. 
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Trump dirt to the DNC and the Hillary Clinton campaign, and to discussing such dirt with 
then-Ukrainian Ambassador to the United States Valeriy Chaly. Given President 
Trump's documented belief that the Ukrainian government meddle.din the 2016 election 
to oppose his candidacy, which forms the basis for a reasonable desire for Ukraine to 
investigate the circumstances surrounding the election and any potential Ukrainian 
involvement, Ms. Chalupa is a prime fact witness who can assist Congress and the 
American public in better understanding the facts and circumstances surrounding 
Ukrainian involvement in the 2016 election. 

4. David Hale, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs. The three committees 
interviewed Under Secretary Hale on November 6, 2019. Under Secretary Hale has 
direct knowledge of U.S. government policy with respect to foreign assistance and 
foreign assistance review, which is critical to informing the American public's 
understanding of President Trump's posture on such matters. Given Under Secretary 
Hale's firsthand knowledge of events preceding and surrounding Ambassador 
Yovanovitch's recall from Ukraine, as well as Under Secretary Hale's communications 
with Ambassador Taylor regarding Ukraine matters, the American people deserve to hear 
from Under Secretary Hale. 

5. Tim Morrison, former Senior Director for European and Russian Affairs on the 
National Security Council (NSC), to testify on the same panel as Lt. CoL Alexander 
Vindman, assuming you request Lt. Col. Vindman to testify. The three committees 
conducted a deposition of Mr. Morrison on October 31, 2019. You have yet to release 
Mr. Morrison's transcript; however, Mr. Morrison was one of the few witnesses who 
listened on the President's July 25 phone call and subsequently dealt with matters on. the 
NSC related to U.S. military assistance to Ukraine. If you intend to call Lt. Col. 
Alexander Vindman, who worked for Mr. Morrison, to publicly testify, the minority 
requests Mr. Morrit.xm sit on the same panel as Mr. Vindtnan. 

6. Nellie Ohr, former contractor for opposition research firm Fusion GPS. In a 2018 
interview with the House Judiciary and Oversight Committees, Ms. Ohr stated that, 
during her work with Fusion GPS that ultimately assisted in the production of the Steele 
Dossier-comprising false allegations against then-candidate Trump-Fusion OPS used 
information from sources in Ukraine, including Serhiy Leshchenko who recently lost his 
post from the Ukrainian parliament.11 Given President Trump's documented belief that 
the Ukrainian government meddled in the 2016 election to oppose his candidacy, which 
forms the basis for a reasonable desire for Ukraine to investigate the circumstances 
surrounding the election and any potential Ukrainian involvement, Ms. Ohr is a prime 
fact witness who can assist Congress and the American public in better understanding the 
facts and circumstances surrounding Ukrainian involvement in the 2016 election. 

11 Transcribed Interview of Nellie Ohr, House Committee on the Judiciary and House Committee on Oversight and 
Government Refonn, Wash., D.C., at 113-15 (Oct. 19, 2018). 
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7. Ambassador Kurt Volker, former U.S. Special Representative for Ukraine 
Negotiations, to testify on the same panel as Ambassador William Taylor and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State George Kent on Wednesday, November 13, 
2019. The three committees conducted a transcribed interview of Ambassador Volker on 
October 2, 2019 and you subsequently released the transcript of the interview on 
November 5, 2019. Given Ambassador Volker' s role as a primary interlocutor and 
trusted confidant of the Ukrainian government, as well as his firsthand knowledge of the 
circumstances surrounding Ukraine, to include discussions with Mayor Rudy Giuliani, 
Ambassador Gordon Sandland, Ambassador William Taylor, and others, the American 
people deserve to hear from Ambassador Volker in public on the same panel as 
Ambassador Taylor and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Kent. 

8. The anonymous whistleblower whose secondhand complaint initiated the 
Democrats' "impeachment inquiry." Because President Trump should be afforded an 
opportunity to confront his accusers, the anonymous whistleblower should testify. In 
addition, the Inspector General of the Intelligence Community reported that the 
whistleblower had a bias against President Trump and public reports indicate that the 
whistleblower worked closely with Vice President Biden. 12 Moreover, given the multiple 
discrepancies between the whistleblower's complaint and the closed-door testimony of 
the witnesses, it is imperative that the American people hear definitively how the 
whistleblower developed his or her information, and who else the whistleblower may 
have fed the information he or she had gathered and how that treatment of classified 
information may have led to the false narrative being perpetrated by the Democrats 
during this process. 

9. All individuals relied upon by the anonymous whistleblower in drafting his or her 
secondhand complaint. In the whistleblower's complaint, the whistleblower suggests 
that he or she received accounts of President Trump's July 25 phone call with President 
Zelensky and associated information from "more than half a dozen" sources.13 These 
sources provided information that does not match the closed-door testimony from 
witnesses, particularly as it relates to whether the President actually conditioned a face­
to-face visit or U.S. military assistance on opening an investigation into the President's 
political rivals. The whistleblower's complaint alleged that most, ifnot all, of these 
individuals had firsthand information related to the whistleblmver's claims, making their 
testimony particularly relevant to the American people. 

We expect that you will call each ofthe witnesses listed above to ensure that the 
Democrats' "impeachment inquiry" treats the President with fairness, as promised by Speaker 
Pelosi. Because the Democrats' resolution unfairly restricts Minority rights and because you 

12 Arden Farhi & Kathryn Watson, Whis:tlehlower had "prior working relationship" with current 2020 Democrat, 
source S<t)'S, CBS News, Oct 9, 2019; Memorandum Opinion for the General Counsel Office of the Director of 
National Intelligence, 43 Op. Off. Legal Counsel at •4 (2019) (slip opinion). 
13 See Jetter to Richard Burr, Chainnan, S. Sel. Comm. on Intel., & Adam Schiff, Chainnan, H. Penn. Se!. Comm. 
on Intel (Aug. 12, 2019). 
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have provided no information about which witnesses you may invite to testify at future hearings 
not yet scheduled, we reserve our right to request additional witnesses, if necessary, as you 
announce additional hearings. Your failure to fulfill Minority witness requests shall constitute 
evidence of your denial of fundamental fairness and due process. 

cc: The Honorable Jim Jordan 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Oversight and Reform 

The Honorable Michael T. Mccaul 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 

The Honorable Carolyn B. Maloney 
Acting Chairwoman 
Committee on Oversight and Reform 

The Honorable Eliot Engel 
Chaim1an 
Committee on Foreign Affairs 
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Chairman NADLER. Ms. Escobar is recognized. 
Ms. ESCOBAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And many thanks to our witnesses who've spent the entire day 

with us. We're very grateful. 
Despite what our Republican colleagues have stated over and 

over again, their own witness, Mr. Castor, has agreed that these 
investigations have indeed produced direct evidence-direct evi­
dence which any objective observer, in my opinion, would regard as 
overwhelming. 

That evidence proves that the President solicited foreign inter­
ference in the 2020 election; pressured Ukrainian President 
Zelensky to publicly announce unfounded investigations; condi­
tioned a White House meeting-the President conditioned a White 
House meeting and $391 million on the announcement of the inves­
tigations; and then the President covered up his conduct and ob­
structed the investigation. 

Those findings reflect a serious abuse of power by the President. 
Yet we are being asked to ignore what we've seen with our own 
eyes and what we've heard with our own ears. 

So, Mr. Goldman, I'd like your help in responding to some of the 
claims that my Republican colleagues have made today. 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Happily. 
Ms. EscoBAR. The President and his allies say that there was no 

quid pro quo. In other words, they claim that the President wasn't 
withholding the aid in exchange for the manufactured political in­
vestigation. 

Isn't it true that the aid was withheld and that there has been 
no logical explanation for the withholding of that aid? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. There is common sense that leads one to conclude 
that the aid was withheld for the investigations, and then there's 
always direct evidence, in that the President's own words to Am­
bassador Sondland on September 7 said the same thing. 

Ms. ESCOBAR. Thank you. 
President Trump knew he had leverage over President Zelensky. 

And, in fact, David Holmes testified that Ambassador Sondland 
told President Trump that President Zelensky will, quote, "do any­
thing you ask him." Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That is what Ambassador Sondland said-or, ac­
tually, that's what President Trump-Ambassador Sondland said to 
President Trump. Apologies. 

Ms. ESCOBAR. You testified earlier that evidence shows that the 
Ukrainians, in fact, did know that the aid was being withheld. My 
colleagues continue to say and their witness continues to say that 
there couldn't be leverage because they had no idea that the aid 
was being withheld. Yet there has been evidence that shows that 
they knew. Is that correct? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. Well, I think it's important, just for a second here, 
to take a step back. It doesn't matter when they knew, as long as 
they knew at some point. Then they realized at that point that the 
investigations were dependent on the aid. 

But, in addition, there is a lot of evidence that they knew before 
it became public on August 28. 

Ms. ESCOBAR. And you're right, it doesn't matter. If you're about 
to be held up at gunpoint by a burglar, it doesn't matter whether 
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you know or not, the intent is still there by the criminal about to 
commit the act. My Republican colleagues also make much about 
the fact that the aid was finally released. But isn't it true that it 
wasn't released until the President got caught? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. It wasn't released until the President got caught, 
and all of the money didn't actually get to Ukraine in this-in that 
fiscal year. And you all in Congress had to pass another law to 
allow for the money to get to Ukraine. 

Ms. ESCOBAR. Thank you. 
Earlier today Mr. Castor attempted to explain away the Presi­

dent's request for foreign interference in our election by claiming 
that the President had three concerns. That, number one, the 
President was concerned about Ukraine corruption; that, number 
two, he was concerned about burden-sharing with Europe; and 
number three, he brought up the debunked conspiracy theory about 
Ukraine election interference-which, by the way, that last point 
we know is a Russian talking point. 

Mr. Goldman, did the investigative committees consider those 
three explanations? And if so, what did the evidence show about 
whether President Trump's request was actually motivated by 
those concerns? 

Mr. GOLDMAN. That's a very good question. There are two things 
that were discussed here today. One is evidence, and one is asser­
tions and opinions. 

Based on the evidence, there is no evidence to support any of 
those three things that you just mentioned. There's no evidence to 
think that the President acted towards Ukraine because of his con­
cerns about corruption. Even if he held those concerns, that was 
not the motivating factor. 

There's no evidence that his concern about other European coun­
tries giving enough money motivated him. And there's certainly not 
a reasonable belief, given all of the evidence, that he believed that 
Ukraine interfered in our 2016 elections. 

Ms. ESCOBAR. Thank you. 
I'd like to close with what our scholars explained to us last week 

about why all of this is so important. 
[Video shown.] 
Ms. EscoBAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back. 
Mr. CASTOR. May I respond to that? 
Chairman NADLER. This concludes the 5-minute round of ques­

tioning. 
I now recognize Mr. Raskin for the purpose of a unanimous con­

sent request. 
Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Chairman, I'm seeking unanimous consent to 

introduce a statement by the late Chairman Elijah Cummings of 
the Oversight Committee in his first hearing in the new Congress, 
which was on examining prescription drug prices. His first hearing 
was not about Michael Cohen, as was asserted earlier. 

Chairman NADLER. Without objection. 
[The information follows:] 



10996

714 

MR. RASKIN FOR THE OFFICIAL RECORD 



10997

715 

EXAMINING THE ACTIONS OF DRUG COMPANIES 
IN RAISING PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICES 

Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND REFORM 

Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:49 a.m., in room 

2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Elijah Cummings 
(chairman of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Cummings, Maloney, Norton, Clay, 
Lynch, Connolly, Krishnamoorthi, Raskin, Rouda, Hill, Wasserman 
Schultz, Sarbanes, ·welch, Speier, Kelly, DeSaulnier, Khanna, 
Ocasio-Cortez, Pressley, Tlaib, Jordan, Amash, Massie, Meadows, 
Hice, Grothman, Comer, Cloud, Gibbs, Higgins, Norman, Roy, Mil­
ler, Green, and Armstrong. 

Chairman CUJ.vIMINGS. Without objection, the chair is authorized 
to declare a recess at any time. Welcome to the first hearing of the 
Committee on Oversight and Reform for the 116th Congress. Be­
fore I begin, I want to thank Ranking Member Jordan and his staff 
for agreeing to accommodate this hearing. I know that we are tak­
ing a lot of time today, but I truly believe this is one of the most 
important issues facing our constituents, and it is one that de­
mands immediate, immediate attention. I will now recognize myself 
for an opening statement. 

Today we will examine the actions of drug companies in raising 
prescription drug prices in the United States, as well as the effects 
of these actions on the Federal and state budgets, and on American 
families. 

Before we begin, I acknowledge that there is a lot going on right 
now here on Capitol Hill and across the country. Until last Friday, 
the Federal Government was in the midst of the longest shutdown 
in United States history. Hundreds of immigrant children and pos­
sibly many more are still separated from their families. The latest 
of President Trump's long-time advisors has been indicted on crimi­
nal charges. 

But today, for our first hearing, I wanted to focus on one of the 
biggest problems facing American families across the country. The 
actions of drug companies that have been aggressively increasing 
prices on existing drugs and setting higher launch prices for new 
drugs, all while recording windfall profits. 

Two weeks ago, the committee launched an investigation into the 
prescription drug prices to determine why drug companies are in­
creasing prices so dramatically, how drug companies are using the 
proceeds, and what steps can be taken to reduce drug prices. 

Our first witness today is not President Trump's personal lawyer, 
Michael Cohen. No, it is not Michael Cohen. It is not someone from 

(1) 
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the White House or even someone from the Trump administration. 
Contrary to what some have claimed, that never was planned. 

The first witness to testify before the Oversight Committee is 
Antroinette Worsham. Ms. Worsham is a working mother-listen 
up-whose daughter died, 22-year-old daughter died, tragically, 
when she could not afford to pay for the insulin she needed to treat 
her diabetes, and instead began to ration her medicine. It would 
have cost $1,000 for three months of insulin. She died. And I know 
Ms. Worsham will share her story, and it is not easy to testify, but 
as I said to her, I thank her for taking her pain, turning it into 
her passion to do her purpose. 

I also want to thank you for being here to share your family's 
story with us. You are not alone. Researchers at Yale University 
recently found that one in four patients with type 1 or type 2 dia­
betes, and I quote, "have reported using less insulin than pre­
scribed," end of quote. So when you testify here today, you are rep­
resenting thousands upon thousands of your fellow Americans who 
are suffering from the same worsening problem. 

I also want to thank our other witnesses for being here with us 
today. We are grateful to have Dr. Catherine Georges of AARP to 
speak on behalf of America's seniors. And I want to thank all the 
members of-I asked my staff who were all those people in the red, 
and I am glad to see you all. 

We also value the expert testimony of Dr. Gerry Anderson and 
Dr. Aaron Kesselheim, and Dr. Avik Roy, for being with us today. 

I have been waiting a very long time to hold this hearing. For 
the past decade, I have been trying to investigate the actions of 
drug companies for all sorts of drugs, old and new, generic and 
brand name. We have seen time after time that drug companies 
make money hand over fist by raising the prices of their drugs, 
often without justification, and sometimes overnight, while patients 
are left holding the bill. 

The pharmaceutical industry is one of the most profitable in the 
world, and one of the most powerful. Fourteen drug companies each 
made more than $1 billion in profits just in the third quarter of 
2018, and they have the best lobbyists money can buy. 

Let me be clear: There are powerful interests here that do not 
want us to interfere with those massive profits, but there is a 
strong bipartisan consensus that we must do something, something 
meaningful, to rein in the out-of-control price increases. Even 
President Trump has said that drug companies are, quote, "getting 
away with murder," end of quote. But tweets are not enough; we 
need real action and meaningful reforms. 

We all recognize that research and development efforts on 
groundbreaking medications have made immeasurable contribu­
tions to the health of Americans, including new treatments and 
cures for diseases that have affected people for centuries. But the 
bottom line is that the ongoing escalation of prices by drug compa­
nies is simply unsustainable. 

This is a matter literally of life and death, and we have a duty 
to act now. Our constituents are demanding it, and I am grateful 
that we are finally starting down the road with this hearing. 

Before I go on, I would like to enter in the record-yield to the­
before I yield to Mr. Jordan, I would like to enter into the record 
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letters the committee has received in recent days from a variety of 
organizations, including the American Medical Association, the 
American Society of Health-System Pharmacists, and the Associa­
tion for Accessible Medicines. 

All of these groups have written to express their concerns about 
the impact of high prescription drug prices on their members and 
the American healthcare system. I ask unanimous consent that 
these letters be entered into the record. So ordered. 

Chairman CUMMINGS. I now recognize-I am about to recognize 
the gentleman, Mr. Welch, but let me just say this. I talked about 
when I was in the hospital, Mr. Ranking Member, but when I was 
in the-I will never forget. On my third week, when I was about­
when a lady that had been in the hospital with me, and she was 
an elderly lady, and she was about to get out of the hospital. And 
I said, "You leaving today?" She said, "Yes, I am leaving today. I 
said, Oh, Miss Mary, you should be happy that you are leaving 
today." And then she started crying. This is at Johns Hopkins. I 
said, "v\lhy are you crying?" She said, "I am crying because they 
had to treat me at Hopkins, but now when I am leaving, I can't 
afford the cure. I can't afford the medicine." And so, I will never 
forget her, and we will fight for her. 

Mr. Welch, I yield to you for two minutes. 
Mr. WELCH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, Pharma 

justifies its highest prices in the world by perpetuating two myths: 
First, they warn in very solemn tones that if we negotiate prices, 
it will result in price fixing. Mr. Chairman, we already have price 
fixing. Pharma fixes the prices whenever they want, as high as 
they want, and as often as they want. 

Second, Pharma claims that the high prices are essential to inno­
vation. If that is so, Mr. Chairman, why is it, why is it that 
Pharma spends more on advertising than research? Why is it that 
Pharma spends more on stock buybacks than it does on research? 
And why is it that Pharma spends more on mergers and acquisi­
tions than they do on research? And the sad truth is that Pharma, 
for all the good it does with life-extending and pain-relieving 
drugs-and my family has benefited from that-is holding all of 
our good constituents hostage to the universal desire each of us has 
to help a loved one through an illness or to cope with a chronic con­
dition. 

Mr. Chairman, consider some of the disgraceful tactics that 
Pharma has employed to fix high prices. Renting a patented drug 
to a Native American Tribe to assert sovereign immunity to block 
generic competition, imposing a gag rule on our local pharmacists 
so they can't tell a customer that it is cheaper to pay cash than to 
pay the deductible. Evergreen, the practice of making the ever 
smallest cosmetic change to extend the patent monopoly. Paying 
generic manufacturers to keep their lower cost product off the mar­
ket so they can extend their monopoly. 

The maneuvers are endless, they are relentless, and they are un­
conscionable. And our mission, Mr. Chairman, both sides of the 
aisle, restore competition, restore transparency, and lower prices. 

I yield back. 
Chairman CUMMINGS. I want to thank the gentleman for his 

statement. 
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Chairman NADLER. I now recognize the ranking member for any 
concluding remarks he may have. 

Mr. COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
One quick thing before we end. It does matter when they knew 

and didn't know. Because after they supposedly found out, it does 
matter, because after the two meetings with officials from the 
United States, it was never talked about and no linkage was made. 
So it does matter. 

And the reason it matters is because if there is no understanding 
that it was being withheld, there is no threat, there is no quid pro 
quo. And it also goes to the state of mind of Mr. Zelensky, who 
said: I'm not being pressured, I'm not being-there's nothing here. 

And again it goes back to the amazing thought of this majority 
who keeps calling the Ukrainian leader a liar. It's just amazing 
that we continue to propagate that myth here tonight. 

But what did we learn today? Here are some things we did learn 
today. It's an unprecedented hearing that Mr. Sensenbrenner and 
others talked about in which staff basically, not members, gave tes­
timony and questioned each other and got into very heated debates 
with each other. This is not what the Judiciary Committee should 
be doing. It's not the way this should be held. 

Again, the reason it is, Mr. Goldman, who handled himself very 
well, but he's not Adam Schiff, he doesn't wear a Member pin. This 
is ridiculous, we shouldn't be doing this. 

The Intel Committee, also what we did find out today, took 
phone records and went on a political endeavor against the ranking 
member and others, but no one will take responsibility for telling 
the staff to use Mr. Nunes' numbers or others, or who decided to 
put the smear job in the report. We'll just assume that's Mr. Schiff, 
since I do hold the Member accountable. 

You know, also we found out today, which is really interesting, 
that staff can determine what's relevant or not, not Members of 
Congress. It's interesting to me that staff told Members of Congress 
that that wasn't relevant or that wasn't relevant. Again it goes 
back to the problem of you don't have Members here to actually 
talk about this. 

Also, it just is another thing we've learned today that the chair­
man continues to just disregard House rules, just completely, bla­
tantly disregarding House rules on not addressing the minority 
hearing day. And I if hear basically one more time, "I'll address 
that when we're marking up impeachment articles," what is the 
use of a minority hearing day if you're going to have evidence about 
the markup, if you get the confirmation at the markup itself? 

Even your most heated debate on getting rid of this President 
does not show any way that can be fair. And in the end, both par­
ties are in the minority. If you destroy the institutional integrity, 
which again the staff have talked about today, if we destroy the in­
stitutional integrity, there's nothing else for us to do. 

But while we were here there was something that did happen. 
And as we were sitting here discussing whether to impeach the 
President over a call he had with the Ukrainian President and 
President Zelensky, which took place on how-there was a look at 
how it happened in 2016. Democrats are seeking to impeach the 
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President over that, and we're seeing the problems with the Russia 
investigation play out again in front of our eyes. 

The fuss over the Ukraine is the same thing, using the same 
playbook, a select group of individuals colluding against President 
Trump to ensure they get him, and they are blowing out-blowing 
through every procedure and principle of fairness and honesty to 
ensure they get him in time. 

So what happened today? While we were stuck here, the Inspec­
tor General report, the review of four FISA applications and other 
aspects of the FBI Crossfire Hurricane investigation. 

Here are some of the top findings. The FBI included inaccurate 
information in the Carter Page FISA application. The FBI failed to 
include exculpatory information in the FISA, that the FBI did not 
corroborate a huge amount of the information in the Page FISA. 
The FBI chose to defensively brief candidate Clinton, not candidate 
Trump. 

The FBI failed to disclose Bruce Ohr's information that Steele re­
porting was going directly to the Clinton campaign. An FBI attor­
ney altered another agency's email to mislead about whether Car­
ter Page had actually been a U.S. intelligent source. 

The bottom line, the report shows the Page FISA should have 
never been obtained. If you don't have the Page FISA, you don't 
have a Russia investigation. If you don't have a Russia investiga­
tion, you can't knock out the President as a candidate at the time 
of the 2016 election and you can't hamstring the President's first 
2 years with a special counsel investigation. 

I go could on, but Mr. Durham, who has already weighed in, has 
the next batch of this, and we will see where it goes. 

But I do want to take one last thing from our side, because this 
undoubtedly will be the last hearing because we have no desire to 
hear anything from our side, minority hearing or otherwise. 

I want to take the time to thank Mr. Castor and Ms. Callen. 
They're the top investigators in the Intelligence and Judiciary 
Committee, and they combined have 15 to 20 years' experience in 
the House conducting investigations to protect American interests 
and taxpayer dollars. 

What these public servants don't usually do as a part of their 
work is field questions from others who come before them, from 
Democrat donors and pundits. Mr. Castor and Ms. Callen usually 
work for and alongside Members of Congress and fellow public 
servants. 

I'm sorry today that the majority chose to highlight their inves­
tigators and also the ones that have been brought in over these 
public servants. I'm sorry to choose that this is where we're at. 

By I would like to thank them for their work today. I'd like to 
thank them for their work on our behalf. But also I think really 
for all the ones listening here, if you look around the room, this is 
what's happening to the American people. By the end of the day, 
most in the back left, most of the members of the media are beg­
ging to go somewhere else, because at the end of the day your case 
isn't made. 

And one thing that just keeps amazingly said, from Mr. Goldman 
to the chairman to others, the facts-these facts are undisputed. 
The very nature of the fact that I say I disagree and you say you 
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don't is a disputed fact. These are disputed facts. It'll be the first 
impeachment that is partisan, on facts that are not agreed to. 

That is the state in which the Judiciary has become. We have be­
come a rubber stamp, just as the chairman predicted almost 20 
years ago, when we willingly accept from someone else a project or 
a report that we don't investigate ourselves. 

And with that, that is the problem we have, and that is the farce 
called the Judiciary Committee impeachment scam today. 

I yield back. 
Chairman Nadler. I now recognize myself for concluding re­

marks. 
After hearing the reports and the evidence today, we now know 

several things with certainty. We know that the President was at 
the center of a scheme to pressure Ukraine to announce an inves­
tigation of the President's political rivals. He applied that pressure 
by withholding both a White House meeting and vital military aid. 
He made that demand directly to President Zelensky and con­
firmed his personal involvement on the White House lawn. 

We know that there are no excuses for this conduct. It is no ex­
cuse that President Trump eventually released the aid after his 
scheme was revealed to the public. And it is no excuse that he in­
sisted that there was no quid pro quo only after his scheme was 
revealed to the public. 

We know that his actions endangered our national security, put­
ting our alliances, our reputation, and our safety at risk. 

We know that the President also compromised the integrity of 
our elections for a corrupt private political purpose. 

We know that President Trump, in an unprecedented act of ob­
struction, ordered everybody in the executive branch to defy all 
congressional subpoenas for documents and subpoenas related to 
the impeachment inquiry. 

And we know that his attempts to solicit a political favor from 
the Government of Ukraine fit a pattern of conduct that the Presi­
dent established in 2016 when he solicited political assistance from 
the Government of Russia. That pattern of misconduct undermines 
our national security and undermines free and fair elections. 

In abusing his office in this manner, and in obstructing the in­
vestigation that followed, we know that President Trump has put 
himself before his country. 

I am struck by the fact that my Republican colleagues have of­
fered no serious scrutiny of the evidence at hand. They have talked 
about everything else, but they have offered not one substantive 
word in the President's defense. I suspect that is because there is, 
at base, no real defense for the President's actions. President 
Trump put himself before his country. 

There is a constitutional remedy for a President who undermines 
our national security and our elections, who puts his own interests 
before those of the country. That remedy is impeachment. 

The facts are clear, the danger to our democracy is clear, and our 
duty is clear. President Trump violated his oath to the American 
people. He placed his own private interests ahead of our national 
security and the integrity of our elections and constitutes a con­
tinuing threat to the integrity of our elections and to our demo-
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cratic system of government. Such conduct is clearly impeachable. 
This committee will proceed accordingly. 

This concludes today's hearing. We thank all the representatives 
for participating. 

Without objection, all members will have 5 legislative days to 
submit additional written questions for the presenters or additional 
materials for the record. 

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the hearing is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 6:43 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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